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(57) Abstract: The invention comprises an apparatus and method for
an automated invention submission and scoring tool for evaluating in-
vention submissions. The system comprises a server system and a plu-
rality of server systems. The server system presents submission ques-
tionnaires over a networked connection to submitters at user systems
(10). The user completes the questionnaires (205), which are retarned
to the server system for processing (210). The server system processes
the answers to provide a quantified evaluation of the submission based
on patentability (220) and at least one other parameter, such as impact
or value. An evaluator system can view a presentation of the quantified
assessment of the invention submission (230). The evaluator can also
view the results of multiple invention submissions on a status overview
page (240). Links between the status overview page, individual ques-
tionnaires, and individual assessment presentations are provided.
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SYSTEM AND METHOD FOR AN AUTOMATED SCORING TOOL
FOR ASSESSING NEW TECHNOLOGIES

FIELD OF THE INVENTION

The present invention relates generally to a system and method for allowing an

organization to evaluate new technologies.

BACKGROUND OF THE INVENTION

In this so-called “Information Age,” businesses must stay technologically current in
order to continue to compete effectively. This is the case when thé line of business
involves the provision of technology-related products and services. For example, a
company may manufacture products, such as hardware, software, or consumer
electronics. Or a company may render technology-related services, such as Y2K
remediation or Internet-related services, such as e-Bay™ or Priceline™. 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.

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 marketplace 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 farecards in subways without having to physically
pass them through a reader.

In the financial 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
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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. |
The aforementioned are but a few examples intended to illustrate the important role
that technology development has to the bottom line for the modern enterprise. The
other side to technology development is technology protection. An enterprise gets the
full benefits of its investment in technology development by preventing others from
simply copying inventions.

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 specific and demanding requirements that must
be satisfied before protection is afforded. Moreover, the expenses for preparing and
filing patent applications can be substantial. Therefore, businesses 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 significant drawback.

Moreover, as enterprises place a greater emphasis on seeking patent protection, they
may have difficulty 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 efficiently
assessing and prioritizing submissions. This is a significant drawback.

Other problems and drawbacks also exist with traditional approaches to evaluating
invention submissions.

SUMMARY OF THE INVENTION

What is desired is a system and method for enabling an organization to evaluate
invention submissions in an automated fashion that provides a quantified assessment.
Another object is to provide a system and method for enabling an organization to
evaluate invention submissions based on a quantified assessment that considers both
patentability and value to the organization.

Another object is to provide a system and method for enabling individuals in an
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organization to submit inventions for consideration using a Graphical User Interface
(GUI) based system with objective questions, such as multiple choice, true/false or
yes/no type questions.

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

Yet another object is to provide a system and method for providing a GUI-based
presentation of a quantified assessment of an invention submission that is easily
evaluated by an evaluating party.

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.

Yet another object of the invention is to provide a scoring tool that presents a
prioritized presentation of invention submissions based on a quantified assessment to
thereby make evaluation by the evaluating party more efficient.

To achieve these and other objects of the present invention, and in accordance with
the purpose of the invention, 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 provide a
quantified 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 quantified 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 questionnaires, and individual
assessment presentations are provided.

The accompanying drawings are included to provide a further understanding of the

invention and are incorporated in and constitute part of this specification, illustrate
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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 benefits of the invention also
exist.

Additional features and advantages of the invention 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

The purpose and advantages of the present invention 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:

Figure 1 is a block diagram illustrating the scoring tool system, including a
server system, user systems, evaluator system and network interface.

Figure 2 is a block diagram according to an embodiment of the invention for a
method for a user to submit an invention for automated processing and presentation to
an evaluating party.

Figure 3 provides an exemplary graphical user interface presenting a
quantified assessment of an invention submission.

Figure 4 provides an exemplary graphical user interface presenting a status

overview page of the results of processing multiple invention submissions.

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE INVENTION

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

Overview of the System According to One Embodiment

Figure 1 illustrates an exemplary system for the invention according to one

embodiment, comprising a server system 100, user systems 120, evaluator system 150
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and network interface 110.

Network interface 110 may comprise any networked-interface, such as a
company Intranet, the Internet, 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 communicate with server system 100. It should be
appreciated that the configuration of network interface may be different for different
computer systems. That is, a first 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 embodiment network interface 110
will comprise an Intranet-type interface with firewall and password protection to
protect confidential information.

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, personal 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 systems used by
individuals completing questionnaires to submit new technologies to the scoring tool
of the present invention.

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 discussed
above regarding user systems 120.

In one embodiment, user systems 120 and evaluator system 150 comprise
personal computers using a Microsoft Windows™ operating system and a Netscape™
or Microsoft Explorer™ web browser.

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
processing 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 quantified results. Server system

100 may also include the software for generating the Graphical User Interface (GUI)



10

15

20

25

30

WO 01/65353 PCT/US01/05557

-6-

presentations of said results. The ordinary artisan will appreciate that server system
100 may comprise a single server system or, alternatively, multiple systems across a
distributed architecture.

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 questionnaire 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 invention. 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 submissions.

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.

Overview of a Method According to One Embodiment

Figure 2 presents an overview of a method for employing 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 presented 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.

Scoring logic is applied by the scoring tool to provided a quantified
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 assessment 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
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business.

The quantified 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 quantified results may take many
forms. The presentation could simply be a numerical result. In the preferred
embodiment, a presentation in the form of a graph is presented, as further discussed
regarding Figure 3.

Based on quantified results for various submissions, an evaluator can prioritize
the submissions, as in 235, to efficiently allocate company resources.

An Exemplary Invention Submission Questionnaire

In one embodiment, twenty questions are presented to the submitter. The
questions are generally directed to the 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.

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 identified, the logic for
the scoring tool is created as follows. All questions pertaining to each metric are
identified. For example, all questions pertaining to patentability are identified, and all
pertaining to impact are identified. 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 questions were relevant to impact.

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.
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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 technology renders an “Efficiency Gain and/or Capability Improvement;” and (3)
what is the nature of the “Technology.” Once questions and answers are prepared,
each question was ranked and scored for patentability and impact, as previously
described. In this embodiment, the following questions and scoring criteria were

developed:

Is your innovation currently known or used by anyone outside the company?

A. Yes O B.No

Answer Scoring:

Patentability Points Impact Potential Points
A. 0 A. 0
B. 16 B. 0

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

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 A0
B. 0 B. 0
C. 10 C. 0

D. 15 D. 0
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How 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

Answer Scoring:

Patentability Points Impact Potential Points
A. 11 A. 10
B. 8 B. 6

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

Answer Scoring:

Patentability Points Impact Potential Points
A. 9 A. 9
B. 3 B. 2

What is the level of likelihood that your innovation could be adopted as a standard by
your competition or industry?

A. Strong likelihood

B. It’s possible

C. Not likely

Answer Scoring:

Patentability Points Impact Potential Points
A0 A. 13
B. 0 B. 7
C.0 C.2

If your innovation is based on a “platform” (e.g., hardware or software package)

PCT/USO01/05557



wn

10

15

20

30

WO 01/65353

PCT/US01/05557

-10 -

created by somebody else, have you modified, programmed or implemented the
platform, so as to provide unique enhancements?

A. Yes O B.No

Answer Scoring:

Patentability Points Impact Potential Points
A. 6 A. 0
B. 0 B. 0

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

B. The approaches others have taken are very different from mine.

C. The approaches others have taken are similar, but not the same as mine

D. The approaches others have taken are the same as mine, but were not

implemented.

Answer Scoring:

Patentability Points Impact Potential Points
A. 14 A0
B. 10 B. 0
C. 7 C. 0
D. 3 D. 0

How was the idea for your innovation generated and developed?
A. 1thought it up solely on my own.
B. Brainstormed with my peers or involved others.

C. The idea was given to me by someone else and I implemented it.

Answer Scoring:

Patentability Points Impact Potential Points
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This innovation will primarily result in:
A. Reduced Cost

B. Increase Revenue

C. Improved Marketing/Image/Prestige
D. Employee or Customer Satisfaction
E. 2 or more of selections A through D

F. No measurable impact

Answer Scoring:

Patentability Points Impact Potential Points
A. 0 A9
B. 0 B. 7
C.0 C. 4
D. 0 D. 5
E. 0 E. 11
F. 0 F. 0
This innovation will primarily:
A. Improve an existing company capability
B. Provide a new capability
C. Provides for continued operation.
Answer Scoring:
Patentability Points Impact Potential Points
A. 0 A S
B. 0 B. 8

C. 0 C. 2

PCT/US01/05557
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This innovation will impact or be used by:
A. Our department or functional area.

B. An entire organization or line of business.
C. The entire company

D. Customers and/or Partners.

Answer Scoring:

Patentability Points Impact Potential Points
A0 A2
B. 0 B. 3
C.0 C. 4
D. 0 D. 6

What is the likelihood that the innovation would find application and/or be
marketable outside the company?

A. Strong Likelihood

B. It is possible

C. Not likely

Answer Scoring:

Patentability Points Impact Potential Points
A0 A. 14
B. 0 B. 9
C. 0 C.3

Assuming the innovation has benefits, how would you rate the magnitude of the
benefits?

A. Significant

B. Moderate

C. Slight
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Answer Scoring:
Patentability Points Impact Potential Points
A0 A. 3
B. 0 B. 2
C.0 C.0

How would you characterize your innovation in terms of its related technology?
A. The innovation constitutes new technology.
B. The innovation is an improvement or enhancement to existing technology

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

Into which category would you say the innovation best fits?
A. Hardware

B. Software

C. Application/Usage

D. Network

E. Method/Process

Answer Scoring: (This question is for application information purposes only and will

receive 0 pts for all responses)

Patentability Points Impact Potential Points
A. 0 A. 0
B. 0 B. 0

C. 0 C. 0
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Who was or would be involved in the development of the innovation

A. Employees

B. Contractors/Consultants/System Integrators

C. Developed external to the company. Individuals not under contract with the

company

D. Joint Partnership with outside company or vendor

E. Combination of 2 or more of the above.

Answer Scoring:
Patentability Points
A. 8

m o 0w
wn W O

Impact Potential Points
Al
B. 1
C.0
D. 0
E. 1

What 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
A S
B. 5
C. 4

Impact Potential Points
A. 0
B. 0
C. 0
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In what way, if any, is your innovation related to the Internet?

A. The innovation is Internet based and would be primarily implemented via the
Internet.

B. The innovation could be used in conjunction with the Internet, but does not have to
be.

C. Itis unlikely that the innovation would be used in conjunction with the Internet.

Answer Scoring:

Patentability Points Impact Potential Points
A. 0 A2
B. 0 B. 1
C.0 C. 0

Through what channel does your innovation “touch” the customer?
Direct Mail

Live voice/Telephony

Internet/ Automation

Live touch/In person

Advertising/Marketing/Indirect

2 or more of the above

@ ™ m o nwy

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

Answer Scoring:

Patentability Points Impact Potential Points
A. 0 A3
B. 0 B. 4
C. 0 C. 6

D. 0 D. 2
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What would you say the industrial scope of your innovations is?
A. Ttis specific to my company’s line of business.
B. It is specific to my company’s industry.

C. It has application beyond my company’s industry.

Answer Scoring:

Patentability Points Impact Potential Points
A0 A3
B. 0 B. 8
C. 0 C. 12

It is readily appreciated that the above questions and their scoring is exemplary
only. Different metrics could be employed instead of “patentability” and “impact.”
Different qﬁestions could be employed, as well as different scoring. A key aspect to
the invention is the use of predefined, objective type questions to speed up the
invention submittal process. Not only is the submission process made more efficient
for submitters, but the evaluation process is rendered more efficient by using a
uniform set of inquiries.

Also, the application of the scoring tool to provide a quantified evaluation of
submissions provides an automated and efficient 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.

Another noteworthy aspect of the invention is the use of some questions as so-
called “information questions.” For example, in the example disclosed above,
question 15 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



10

15

20

25

30

WO 01/65353 PCT/US01/05557

-17-

nature of the invention. Ultimately, even scored questions function as information
questions because they may be qualitatively assessed by the evaluator. A
questionnaire 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.

An Exemplary Presentation of the Results of Processing by the Scoring Tool

Figure 3 illustrates an exemplary graphical presentation 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 especially convenient.
As illustrated by Figure 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 defines highly patentable submissions that have
low potential impact. Quadrant 4 defines high potential impact, but low patentability.
Quadrant 3 defines submissions that score low for both metrics. Finally, quadrant 2
defines the most attractive submissions, i.e., those that are highly patentable and
which have high potential impact.

The score for a given submission is presented in the proper location as marker
310, as illustrated in Figure 3.

The presentation of Figure 3 may also include a display of the numerical
results 320 which correspond to the plot.

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

An Exemplary Status Overview of Results of Multiple Submissions

Figure 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
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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 Figure 3, or the underlying questionnaire data.

Other embodiments and uses of this invention will be apparent to those having
ordinary skill in the art upon consideration of the specification and practice of the
invention disclosed herein. The specification and examples given should be
considered exemplary only, and it is contemplated that the appended claims will cover
any other such embodiments or modifications 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 quantified
assessment of said technology,
whereby said quantified assessment is usable for determining whether a patent
application should be prepared.
2. The system of claim 1, wherein said series of inquires comprise questions for
which there exists a fixed 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 quantified assessment 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 quantified assessment 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 quantified 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
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associated with a single one of said plurality of quantified 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.

The method of claim 13, wherein said standard set of queries are presented as
a browser page.

The method of claim 13, wherein said step of processing includes weighting
said responses based on patentability 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 submissions.
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 comprise at least one of:

multiple choice questions, true/false questions, and yes/no questions.



WO 01/65353 PCT/US01/05557

174
User
System
120
Network
Interface 110
Network Network
User Interface 110 Server Interface 110 User
System < System > System
120 100 120
Network
Interface 110
User
System
Evaluator 120
System
150

FIG. |

SUBSTITUTE SHEET (RULE 26)



WO 01/65353 PCT/US01/05557

2174

User logs 200
on

User accesses
invention 205
submission

page

v

User answers 210
scoring tool ~—

questions 215

_ ! Y

Scoring logic applied to answers to ]
provide quantified assessment

Patentability Impact
assessment assessment
R K_\
0 5
B 22 + 22 ]
Assessement 230
presented to N
evaluator
Invention 235
submission T ~—
prioritized

Evaluator make
decision on
invention(s)

240

FIG. 2

SUBSTITUTE SHEET (RULE 26)



WO 01/65353 PCT/US01/05557
3/4
. 100
High 4 | 310
| /J
|
W
|
|
Quad 1 : Quad 2
|
l
I
l
|
Patentability +—— — — —— — f—— —— —- -
|
|
|
|
|
Quad 3 Il Quad 4
|
|
I
!
|
Low | -
0 100
Low Impact High
320
e

Ratio: 84/62

SUBSTITUTE SHEET (RULE 26)



WO 01/65353 PCT/US01/05557

L/74
400
~
Scoring Tool Status Page
405 410 415 420 425 430 435
Score Invention Name Submitter Date of Inventor | gioius | Other
Submission Names
95/90 J. Smith 2/2/2000
92/85 C. Johnson | 6/9/1999
86/80 K. Hart | 4/7/1999
70/68 C. Lefebvre | 1/17/2000
40/72 S. Scott | 8/6/1999
50/61 R. Tyler | 10/2/1999

FIG. 4

SUBSTITUTE SHEET (RULE 26)



INTERNATIONAL SEARCH REPORT International application No.
PCT/US01/05557

A.  CLASSIFICATION OF SUBJECT MATTER

IPC(7) :GOGF 3/14
US CL  : 345/339,348,352,975; 709/201; 705/10,707/507
According to International Patent Classification (IPC) or to both national classification and IPC

B. FIELDS SEARCHED

Minimum documentation searched (classification system followed by classification symbols)

U.S. : 345/329,331,339,348,352,975; 709/201; 705/10,335,36,707/507

Documentation searched other than minimum documentation to the extent that such documents are included in the fields searched
APS

Electronic data base consulted during the international search (name of data base and, where practicable, search terms used)

C. DOCUMENTS CONSIDERED TO BE RELEVANT

Category* Citation of document, with indication, where appropriate, of the reievant passages Relevant to claim No.

Y,P US 6,049,811 A, (PETRUZZI ET AL.) 11 APRIL 2000, | 1-20
ABSTRACT, SUMMARY, FIGS.2-3

Y, P US 6,189,029 B1 (FUERST) 13 FEBRUARY 2001, ABSTRACT, | 1,4,13,15
SUMMARY

Y,P US 6,112,181 A (SHEAR ET AL.) 29 AUGUST 2000| 1-20
ABSTRACT, SUMMARY, COLS.1-2

A US 5,473,732 A (CHANG) 05 DECEMBER 1995, ABSTRACT| 1-20
SUMMARY
Y,P US 6,189,029 A (FUERST) 13 FEBRUARY 2001 1-20

D Further documents are listed in the continuation of Box C. D See patent family annex.

. Special categories of cited documents: Tt later document published after the international filing date or prionty

date and not in conflict with the appiication but ¢ited to und

"A" document defining the general state of the art which 1s not considered

the principle or theory underlying the invention
to be of particular reievance

s P .
“E* earlier document published on or after the international filing date X document of particular relevance; the claimed invention cannot be
constdered novel or cannot be considered to mvoive an invenuve step
"L document which may throw doubts on priorty claim(s) or which 1s when the document is taken alone
cited to establish the publizatuon date of another citation or other
special reason (as specified) Y document of parucular relevance; the clamed invention cannot be
considered to tnvolve an invenuve step when the document s
0" document referring to an oral disclosure, use, exhibition or other combined with one or more other such documents, such combination
means being obvious to a person skiiled in the art
‘P document published prior to the international filing date but later than  » g » document member of the same patent family

the priority date clauned

Date of the actual completion of the international search Date of mailing of the international search report

20 MAY 2001 13 JUN2001

|
Name and mailing address of the ISA/US Authorized officer ,4
Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks @%\q

Box PCT
Washington, D.C. 20231 RAYMOND J. BAYE
Facsimile No.  (703) 305-3230 Telephone No.  (703) 305-9789

Form PCT/ISA/210 (second sheet) (July 1998) x



	Abstract
	Bibliographic
	Description
	Claims
	Drawings
	Search_Report

