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We see no error in these findings and conclusions. Such an
enhancement as to add different types of wireless signal communication
capability having expanded communication forms including voice as well as
data signals or messages, would be using prior art elements predictably
according to their established functions—an obvious improvement. See
KSR, 550 U.S. at 417.

Nor are we persuaded by Appellant’s contentions that insufficient
answers in the Examiner’s Answer to arguments raised in the Appeal Brief
affect the grounds of rejection upon which this Appeal is taken, such that
sustaining the Examiner’s rejection would ostensibly constitute a new
ground of rejection. See Reply Br. 12. Here, the Examiner sets forth in the
Examiner’s Answer that the rejection is proper and offers additional
explanation as to the combination. See Ans. 19.

To the extent Appellant contends that the Examiner’s explanation
constitutes an undesignated new ground of rejection in the Answer (see
Reply Br. 12), that is a petitionable matter that is not before us. See
37 C.F.R. § 41.40(a); see also MPEP § 1207.03(b). Where, as here,
Appellant did not file such a petition, Appellant’s contentions regarding any
alleged new ground of rejection in the Answer are waived. See 37 C.F.R.

§ 41.40(a).

Given this waiver, Appellant’s contentions that our sustaining the

Examiner’s rejection in light of the Examiner’s Answer should be

considered a new ground (Reply Br. 12) are unpersuasive.
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Therefore, we are not persuaded that the Examiner erred in rejecting

claim 24.°

Claims 51-53

We also sustain the Examiner’s rejection of claim 51 that recites, in
pertinent part, a light source in the single enclosure that emits visible or non-
visible light for illumination or indication, where the light source is coupled
to the AC connector and wireless transceiver.

On this record, we are unpersuaded of error in the Examiner’s
rationale for combining Sharood with Legaspi despite Appellant’s
arguments to the contrary.!® See Appeal Br. 25-26. A key aspect of the
Examiner’s rationale relies on the functionality of Sharood’s monitoring
system that is able to output data from an appliance connected to a power
supply. See Non-Final Act. 19-20; Ans. 19-20. Given this functionality,
the Examiner concludes that it would have been obvious to enhance a
monitoring system that provides power and wireless networking to an
appliance with methods for implementing detectors that can emit a light-
based signal upon occurrence of an event. See Non-Final Act. 19-20; Ans.

19-20.

? Although Appellant’s “Argument #23” is listed under the heading for claim
24 on page 12 of the Reply Brief, the argument is not germane to the
rejection of claim 24 that is based on the combination of Sharood and
Legaspi—not Sharood and Rada as articulated in the Reply Brief.

10 Although Appellant’s “Argument #22” does not disclose for which claim
the arguments are intended, as best understood, the arguments are directed to
claim 51.
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We see no error in these findings and conclusions. Such an
enhancement to add additional event signalling capability in the form of
emitting a light signal for visually indicating a status uses prior art elements
predictably according to their established functions—an obvious
improvement. See KSR, 550 U.S. at 417.

For the foregoing reasons, Appellant has not persuaded us of error in
the Examiner’s rejection of claim 51. Therefore, we sustain the Examiner’s
rejection of that claim, and claims 52 and 53 which depend from claim 51,

and are not argued separately with particularity.

THE OBVIOUSNESS REJECTION OVER SHAROOD, LEGASPI, AND
RADA

Regarding dependent claim 22, although the Examiner does not rely
upon Sharood and Legaspi for teaching the WPAN that is according to,
based on, or compatible with Zigbee®, IEEE 802.15.4-2003 or Z-Wave®
standards, the Examiner cites Rada as teaching these features in concluding
that the claim would have been obvious. Non-Final Act. 21.

Appellant argues that (1) there is an improper rationale for
combination of the Sharood and Rada references, and (2) the rationale is
based on a featured benefit already disclosed within Sharood. See Appeal
Br. 27-28.

Regarding dependent claim 29, although the Examiner does not rely
upon Sharood and Legaspi for teaching the wireless network is a WiMAX®
network according to, based on or compatible with IEEE 802.16-2009, the

antenna is a WiMAX® antenna, and the wireless transceiver is a WiMAX®
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modem, the Examiner cites Rada as teaching these features in concluding
that the claim would have been obvious. Non-Final Act. 22.

Appellant argues (1) there is an improper rationale for combination of
the Sharood and Rada references, and (2) the rationale includes references to
different technology than what is claimed and thus is a conclusory statement
insufficient to support obviousness.!! See Appeal Br. 29-30.

Moreover, in addition to the arguments above specific to certain
dependent claims, Appellant argues generally that Sharood and Legaspi are
not analogous. See Appeal Br. 26-27.

ISSUE
Under § 103, is the Examiner’s proposed combination of the cited
references supported by articulated reasoning with some rational
underpinning to justify the Examiner’s obviousness conclusion in the

rejection of claims 22 and 29?

ANALYSIS
We begin by noting that the Examiner’s reliance on Rada for its
particular teachings is undisputed. Rather, as noted above, this dispute turns
solely on the Examiner’s combination of Sharood, Legaspi, and Rada. In
this section, we address Appellant’s general arguments towards the

combination of Sharood and Legaspi (see Appeal Br. 26-27), and under the

I Although Appellant lists “Argument #25” as pertaining to claim 24, we
understand this to be a typographical error, and treat these arguments as
being directed towards claim 29.
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claim headings below, we respond to Appellant’s specific arguments
directed towards particular claims (see Appeal Br. 27-30).

Turning first then to Appellant’s contentions that Sharood and
Legaspi are non-analogous art (Appeal Br. 26-27), as previously noted, prior
art is analogous if it is (1) from the same field of endeavor regardless of the
problem addressed, or (2) reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with
which the inventor is involved. See Bigio, 381 F.3d at 1325. That is,
contrary to what Appellant seems to suggest (see Appeal Br. 26; Reply Br.
12), the analogous art test does not ask whether the prior art references are
analogous to each other, but rather asks whether the references are
analogous to the claimed subject matter. See id.; see also In re Kahn, 441
F.3d 977, 98687 (Fed. Cir. 20006).

On this record then, we see no error in the Examiner’s proposed
combination. As explained by the Examiner, both Sharood and Legaspi are
of the same field of endeavor as Appellant’s invention, which is
environment control. See Ans. 20. Moreover, both Sharood and Legaspi are
at least reasonably pertinent to Appellant’s problem of optimizing
environment control networks by use of sensors communicating over
wireless networks. See Spec. 15, 75. Sharood pertains to a home
automation system using a radio frequency network to monitor and optimize
home utilities (see Sharood 99 54-55), and Legaspi pertains to appliance
energy control over a wireless network using detectors to prevent appliance
damage (see Legaspi ] 911, 61).

Moreover, Appellant’s arguments regarding non-analogous art in the
Appeal Brief are directed towards only Sharood and Legaspi, and make no

reference to Rada. See Appeal Br. 26-27. Therefore, we find Appellant’s
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further arguments first disclosed in the Reply Brief that the Examiner’s
Answer failed to address the analogousness of Sharood and Rada (see Reply
Br. 12), unavailing. To the extent Appellant argues that Rada is non-
analogous art, we note that this argument was made for the first time in the
Reply Brief, and is therefore waived as untimely. See 37 C.F.R. §
41.41(b)(2); see also 37 C.F.R. § 41.37(c)(iv)(“any arguments or authorities
not included in the appeal brief will be refused consideration by the Board
for purposes of the present appeal”). Nor has good cause been shown to

raise these new arguments in the first instance in the Reply Brief.

Claim 22

We sustain the Examiner’s rejection of claim 22 reciting the WPAN is
according to, based on, or compatible with Zigbee®, IEEE 802.15.4-2003 or
Z-Wave® standards.

On this record, we are not persuaded of error in the Examiner’s
rationale for combining Sharood with Legaspi despite Appellant’s
arguments to the contrary. See Appeal Br. 27-28. A key aspect of the
Examiner’s rationale relies on the functionality of Sharood’s monitoring
system that is able to output data from an appliance connected to a wireless
transceiver. See Non-Final Act. 21; Ans. 20-21. Given this functionality,
the Examiner concludes that it would have been obvious to enhance a
monitoring system that provides power and wireless networking to an
appliance with methods for a particular type of wireless signals transmission
that provides for long battery life and also accessing data generated by a

monitoring device’s messages. See Non-Final Act. 21; Ans. 21.
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We see no error in these findings and conclusions. Such an
enhancement as to add different types of wireless signal communication
capability providing more efficient energy usage for longer battery life uses
prior art elements predictably according to their established functions—an
obvious improvement. See KSR, 550 U.S. at417.

We reach this conclusion even if Sharood already discloses features of
wireless communications, as Appellant suggests (see Appeal Br. 28),
because Sharood does not disclose performing wireless communications
using the particular wireless and wired communication methods as Rada
provides. Nevertheless, as discussed above, Appellant’s authority for the
contention that reliance on “redundant” advantages from a cited art
combination would preclude a conclusion of obviousness (see Appeal Br.
28), comes from non-precedential Board decisions. Not only are the facts in
these cases different from those at issue here, as non-precedential decisions,
Saiki, Burak, Anttila & Jung, Kastelewicz, and Levine are not binding on this
panel in any event. See PTAB Standard Operating Procedure 2 (Rev. 10)

§ I(B), https://www.uspto.gov/sites/default/files/documents/
SOP2%20R10%20FINAL.pdf. Nor have these cases been designated as
informative. See Alphabetical Listing of Informative Decisions, USPTO,
https://www.uspto.gov/patents/ptab/decisions-and-opinions/informative-
opinions-0.

Nor are we persuaded by Appellant’s contentions that insufficient
answers in the Examiner’s Answer to arguments raised in the Appeal Brief
affect the grounds of rejection upon which this appeal is taken, such that
sustaining the Examiner’s rejection would ostensibly constitute a new

ground of rejection. See Reply Br. 12—13. Here, the Examiner sets forth in
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the Examiner’s Answer that the rejection is proper and offers additional
explanation as to the combination. See Ans. 20-22.

To the extent Appellant contends that the Examiner’s explanation
constitutes an undesignated new ground of rejection in the Answer (see
Reply Br. 12), that is a petitionable matter that is not before us. See
37 C.F.R. § 41.40(a); see also MPEP § 1207.03(b). Where, as here,
Appellant did not file such a petition, Appellant’s contentions regarding any
alleged new ground of rejection in the Answer are waived. See 37 C.F.R.

§ 41.40(a).

Given this waiver, Appellant’s contentions that our sustaining the
Examiner’s rejection in light of the Examiner’s Answer should be
considered a new ground (Reply Br. 12) are unpersuasive. Therefore, we are

not persuaded that the Examiner erred in rejecting claim 22.

Claim 29

Nor are we persuaded of error in the Examiner’s rationale for
combining Sharood with Rada despite Appellant’s arguments to the
contrary. See Appeal Br. 29. To the extent Appellant contends that
obviousness cannot be concluded based on the combination of Sharood and
Rada because the same rationale is used as motivation to combine for two
different claims, we disagree. Notwithstanding the differences in recited
claim features, the same advantage may apply nonetheless. Indeed, Rada’s
message forwarding over 3G and WiMax® would also provide the benefit of
accessing data generated by a monitoring device’s messages to Sharood’s

monitoring system. See Non-Final Act. 22.
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We see no error in these findings and conclusions. Such an
enhancement as to add different types of wireless signal communication
capability, would be using prior art elements predictably according to their
established functions—an obvious improvement. See KSR, 550 U.S. at 417.

To the extent Appellant argues that the Examiner’s rationale to
combine Sharood with Rada is limited by its reference to IEEE 802.15.4
based communication protocols (see Appeal Br. 30), we disagree. The
Examiner’s rationale also includes that energy monitoring devices are
communicated and forwarded over other network types such as 3G and
WiMax® to enhance accessing monitoring data for real-time status checking.
See Non-Final Act. 22; Ans. 22-23. Appellant has not persuasively rebutted
these additional portions of the Examiner’s rationale to combine, and thus,
we are not persuaded that the rationale provided is conclusory or irrelevant
to the claim.

Nor are we persuaded by Appellant’s contentions that insufficient
answers in the Examiner’s Answer to arguments raised in the Appeal Brief
affect the grounds of rejection upon which this appeal is taken, such that
sustaining the Examiner’s rejection would ostensibly constitute a new
ground of rejection. See Reply Br. 13. Here, the Examiner sets forth in the
Examiner’s Answer that the rejection is proper and offers additional
explanation as to the combination. See Ans. 22-23.

To the extent Appellant contends that the Examiner’s explanation
constitutes an undesignated new ground of rejection in the Answer (see
Reply Br. 13), that is a petitionable matter that is not before us. See
37 C.F.R. § 41.40(a); see also MPEP § 1207.03(b). Where, as here,

Appellant did not file such a petition, Appellant’s contentions regarding any
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alleged new ground of rejection in the Answer are waived. See 37 C.F.R.
§ 41.40(a).

Given this waiver, Appellant’s contentions that our sustaining the
Examiner’s rejection in light of the Examiner’s Answer should be
considered a new ground (Reply Br. 13) are unpersuasive.

Therefore, we are not persuaded that the Examiner erred in rejecting

claim 29.

THE OBVIOUSNESS REJECTION OVER SHAROOD AND KIKO

Regarding dependent claims 25-28, 30, and 31, although the
Examiner does not rely upon Sharood for teaching various further features of
the wireless network, the Examiner cites Kiko as teaching the further
features of the wireless network in concluding that the claim would have
been obvious. Non-Final Act. 22-26.

Regarding dependent claim 35, although the Examiner does not rely
upon Sharood for teaching multiple sensors arranged as a directional sensor
array operative to estimate the number, magnitude, frequency, Direction-Of-
Arrival (DOA), distance, or speed of the physical phenomenon impinging
the sensor array, the Examiner cites Kiko as teaching these features in
concluding that the claim would have been obvious. Non-Final Act. 26.

Appellant argues that the rationale for combining Sharood and Kiko is
improper. See Appeal Br. 34-35.

Regarding dependent claim 37, although the Examiner does not
provide citations to Sharood for teaching the first sensor consists of, or

comprises, a nanosensor, a crystal, or a semiconductor, the Examiner cites
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Kiko as teaching these features in concluding that the claim would have
been obvious. Non-Final Act. 26-27.

Appellant argues that the rationale for combining Sharood and Kiko is
improper for lacking relevance to the claimed features.

Moreover, in addition to the arguments above specific to certain
dependent claims, Appellant argues generally that (1) Sharood and Kiko are
not analogous, (2) the rationale to combine Sharood and Kiko is improper as
the same rationale is repeated for different claims, (3) the rationale is
redundant to Sharood, and (4) the rationale is conclusory and general as
failing to explain why a wireless technology is to be used in general and the

recited wireless technologies in particular. See Appeal Br. 30-34.

ISSUE
Under § 103, is the Examiner’s proposed combination of the cited
references supported by articulated reasoning with some rational
underpinning to justify the Examiner’s obviousness conclusion in the

rejection of claims 25-28, 30, 31, 35, and 37?

ANALYSIS
Claims 25-28, 30, and 31
We begin by noting that the Examiner’s reliance on Kiko’s particular
teachings is undisputed. Rather, as noted above, this dispute turns solely on
the Examiner’s combination of Sharood and Kiko. Therefore, we confine
our discussion to the rationale to combine Sharood and Kiko.
Turning first then to Appellant’s contentions that Sharood and Kiko

are non-analogous art (Appeal Br. 30-31), as previously noted, prior art is
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analogous if it is (1) from the same field of endeavor regardless of the
problem addressed, or (2) reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with
which the inventor is involved (see Bigio, 381 F.3d at 1325). That is,
contrary to what Appellant seems to suggest (see Appeal Br. 30-31; Reply
Br. 14), the analogous art test does not ask whether the prior art references
are analogous to each other, but rather asks whether the references are
analogous to the claimed subject matter. See id.; see also Kahn, 441 F.3d at
986-87.

On this record then, we see no error in the Examiner’s proposed
combination. As the Examiner explains, both Sharood and Kiko are in the
same field of endeavor as Appellant’s invention, which is environment
control. See Ans. 23. Moreover, both Sharood and Kiko are at least
reasonably pertinent to Appellant’s problem of optimizing environment
control networks by use of sensors communicating over wireless networks.
See Spec. 15, 75. Sharood pertains to a home automation system using a
radio frequency network to monitor and optimize home utilities (see
Sharood 99 54-55) and Kiko pertains to monitoring and control functions for
automation within a home using wireless networks (see Kiko 99 16—-17,

208).

Further, to the extent Appellant contends that the Examiner’s
obviousness rationale is inconsistent with the patentably-distinct inventions
articulated in a restriction requirement made during prosecution of the
present application (see Appeal Br. 31), such a contention is unavailing. The
propriety of the Examiner’s restriction requirement that was made during
prosecution is a petitionable matter that is not before us, as are objections

regarding procedural inconsistences associated with that requirement. See
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MPEP § 706.01 (“[T]he Board will not hear or decide issues pertaining to
objections and formal matters which are not properly before the Board.”);
see also MPEP §§ 1201 (“The Board will not ordinarily hear a question that
should be decided by the Director on petition . . . .”); 1002.02(c) (requiring
that Technology Center Directors decide petitions from an Examiner’s final
decision requiring restriction in patent applications). Therefore, to the extent
there are inconsistencies between the Examiner’s restriction requirement and
obviousness rejection, the Examiner’s restriction requirement is not before
us, nor are we bound by it. Rather, only the Examiner’s obviousness
rejection is before us—a rejection that is (1) articulated in the Non-Final
Office Action from which this appeal was taken, and (2) based solely on the
cited prior art.

Still further, to the extent Appellant contends that obviousness cannot
be concluded based on the combination of Sharood and Kiko because the
same rationale is used as motivation to combine for two different claims (see
Appeal Br. 32), and that a rationale is conclusory unless it specifies use
advantages specific to particular claim features (see Appeal Br. 33-34), we
disagree. Notwithstanding the differences in recited claim features, the same
advantage may apply nonetheless. Indeed, Kiko’s network and RF interface
in all of the specific teachings respectively cited, all commonly provide the
benefit of adding varied network access technologies, thus allowing access
to even distant network nodes to Sharood’s power monitoring system. See
Non-Final Act. 23-26.

We see no error in these findings and conclusions. Such an
enhancement as to add greater communication capabilities by using multiple

communication protocols in a power monitoring and reporting system would
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be using prior art elements predictably according to their established
functions—an obvious improvement. See KSR, 550 U.S. at 417.

We reach this conclusion even if Sharood already discloses features of
various wireless communication methods, as Appellant notes (see Appeal
Br. 33), because Sharood does not disclose performing such a shutdown with
a wireless broadband network 3GPP (see Non-Final Act. 23), an unlicensed
radio frequency Industrial, Scientific and Medical (ISM) band (see Non-
Final Act. 23-24), a satellite link (see Non-Final Act. 24), or a cellular
telephone 3G network (see Non-Final Act. 25-26) as Kiko provides.
Nevertheless, Appellant’s authority for the contention that reliance on
“redundant” advantages from a cited art combination would preclude a
finding of obviousness (see Appeal Br. 20-21), comes from non-
precedential Board decisions Ex parte Saiki, Appeal No. 2000-0373 (BPAI
Jan. 17, 2002); Ex parte Burak, Appeal No. 2004-0823 (BPAI Dec. 8, 2004);
Ex parte Anttila & Jung, Appeal No. 2010-006328 (BPAI Sept. 27, 2012);
Ex parte Kastelewicz, Appeal No. 2008-004808 (BPAI June 9, 2009); and
Ex parte Levine, Appeal No. 2010-001240 (BPAI Sept. 25, 2012). Not only
are the facts in these cases different from those at issue here, as non-
precedential decisions, Saiki, Burak, Anttila & Jung, Kastelewicz and Levine
are not binding on this panel in any event. See PTAB Standard Operating
Procedure 2 (Rev. 10) § I(B), https://www.uspto.gov/sites/default/files/
documents/ SOP2%20R10%20FINAL.pdf. Nor have these cases been
designated as informative. See Alphabetical Listing of Informative
Decisions, USPTO, https://www.uspto.gov/patents/ptab/decisions-and-

opinions/informative-opinions-0.
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Nor are we persuaded by Appellant’s contentions that insufficient
answers in the Examiner’s Answer to arguments raised in the Appeal Brief
affect the grounds of rejection upon which this appeal is taken, such that
sustaining the Examiner’s rejection would ostensibly constitute a new
ground of rejection. See Reply Br. 14. Here, the Examiner sets forth in the
Examiner’s Answer that the rejection is proper and offers additional
explanation as to the combination. See Ans. 23-25.

To the extent Appellant contends that the Examiner’s explanation
constitutes an undesignated new ground of rejection in the Answer (see
Reply Br. 12), that is a petitionable matter that is not before us. See
37 C.F.R. § 41.40(a); see also MPEP § 1207.03(b). Where, as here,
Appellant did not file such a petition, Appellant’s contentions regarding any
alleged new ground of rejection in the Answer are waived. See 37 C.F.R.

§ 41.40(a).

Given this waiver, Appellant’s contentions that our sustaining the
Examiner’s rejection in light of the Examiner’s Answer should be
considered a new ground (Reply Br. 12) are unpersuasive. Therefore, we are

not persuaded that the Examiner erred in rejecting claims 25-28, 30, and 31.

Claims 35 and 37
Because we do not sustain the rejection of claim 32, as discussed
above, we also do not sustain the rejection of claims 35 and 37 that depend
from claim 32. Nor has the Examiner shown that the additional cited prior
art cures those deficiencies. We, therefore, need not address Appellant’s

other arguments regarding claims 35 and 37.
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THE OBVIOUSNESS REJECTION OVER SHAROOD AND
HENDRICKSON

Regarding dependent claims 3840, 42, 43, and 4750, the Examiner
does not rely upon Sharood for teaching the first sensor consists of, or
comprises, specific claimed types of sensors, but rather relies upon
Hendrickson to teach these features in concluding that the claim would have
been obvious. See Non-Final Act. 27-30.

Regarding dependent claim 59, although the Examiner does not cite to
Sharood for teaching the actuator consists of, or comprises a chemical
actuator and is operative for changing or affecting a matter composition, the
Examiner cites to Hendrickson to teach these features in concluding that the
claim would have been obvious. See Non-Final Act. 14; Ans. 13-14.

Regarding dependent claim 60, although the Examiner does not cite to
Sharood for teaching the actuator consists of, or comprises a thermoelectric
actuator and is a heater operative for affecting the temperature of a solid, a
liquid, or a gas object, and is coupled to the object by conduction,
convection, force convection, thermal radiation, or by the transfer, the
Examiner cites to Hendrickson to teach these features in concluding that the
claim would have been obvious. See Non-Final Act. 14—15; Ans. 13—14.

Appellant argues (1) Sharood and Hendrickson are non-analogous
references, (2) the rationale for combining Sharood and Hendrickson is
improper for failing to provide a link between the factual findings and the
conclusion of obviousness, (3) Sharood already discloses the advantage
provided by Hendrickson, and (4) the rationale does not explain how
teachings of Hendrickson are used and specific functionality with the

Sharood device. See Appeal Br. 36-39
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ISSUE
Under § 103, is the Examiner’s proposed combination of the cited
references supported by articulated reasoning with some rational
underpinning to justify the Examiner’s obviousness conclusion in the

rejection of claims 3840, 42, 43, 47-50, 59, and 607

ANALYSIS

We begin by noting that the Examiner’s reliance on Hendrickson’s
particular teachings is undisputed. Rather, as noted above, this dispute turns
solely on the Examiner’s combination of Sharood and Hendrickson.
Therefore, we confine our discussion to the rationale to combine Sharood
and Hendrickson.

Turning first then to Appellant’s contentions that Sharood and
Hendrickson are non-analogous art (Appeal Br. 36-37), as previously noted,
prior art is analogous if it is (1) from the same field of endeavor regardless
of the problem addressed, or (2) reasonably pertinent to the particular
problem with which the inventor is involved (see Bigio, 381 F.3d at 1325).
That is, contrary to what Appellant seems to suggest (see Appeal Br. 36-37;
Reply Br. 16), the analogous art test does not ask whether the prior art
references are analogous to each other, but rather asks whether the
references are analogous to the claimed subject matter. See id.; see also
Kahn, 441 F.3d at 986-87.

On this record then, we see no error in the Examiner’s proposed
combination. As explained by the Examiner, both Sharood and Hendrickson

are of the same field of endeavor as Appellant’s invention, which is
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environment control . See Ans. 26-27. Moreover, both Sharood and
Hendrickson are at least reasonably pertinent to Appellant’s problem of
optimizing environment control networks by use of sensors communicating
over wireless networks. See Spec. 15, 75. Sharood pertains to a home
automation system using a radio frequency network to monitor and optimize
home utilities (see Sharood 99 54—55) and Hendrickson pertains to
enhancing appliance functionality by controlling the appliance automatically
using various sensors (see Hendrickson ] 1, 51).

Nor do we find error in the Examiner’s rationale to combine Sharood
and Hendrickson, despite Appellant’s contention that such rationale is in
error when it is used for different claims (see Appeal Br. 37-38). A key
aspect of the Examiner’s rationale relies on the functionality of Sharood’s
monitoring system that receives and provides power to an appliance. See
Non-Final Act. 16; Ans. 15. Given this functionality, the Examiner
concludes that it would have been obvious to enhance an appliance
monitoring system as disclosed by Sharood with various types of sensors
that supplement functionality of the appliance. See Non-Final Act. 27; Ans.
27-28.

We see no error in these findings and conclusions. Such an
enhancement of adding additional sensors to an appliance monitoring system
to increase the types of information being sensed, and thus expand the
monitoring capabilities, uses prior art elements predictably according to their
established functions—an obvious improvement. See KSR, 550 U.S. at 417.
To the extent Appellant suggests that a motivation to combine Sharood with
Hendrickson cannot be found based on the sensing functionality generally

simply because the combination includes specific kinds of sensors as
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Hendrickson provides (see Appeal Br. 37-38), we are not persuaded. The
same advantage of expanding the monitoring capabilities results no matter
the specific kind of sensor disclosed by Hendrickson.

We reach this conclusion even if Sharood already discloses various
sensors and consumer accessory devices, as Appellant notes (see Appeal Br.
38), because Sharood does not disclose the specific sensors as Hendrickson
provides. Notwithstanding, Appellant’s authority for the contention that
reliance on “redundant” advantages from a cited art combination would
preclude a finding of obviousness (see Appeal Br. 20-21), comes from non-
precedential Board decisions Ex parte Saiki, Appeal No. 2000-0373 (BPAI
Jan. 17, 2002); Ex parte Burak, Appeal No. 2004-0823 (BPAI Dec. 8, 2004);
Ex parte Anttila & Jung, Appeal No. 2010-006328 (BPAI Sept. 27, 2012);
Ex parte Kastelewicz, Appeal No. 2008-004808 (BPAI June 9, 2009); and
Ex parte Levine, Appeal No. 2010-001240 (BPAI Sept. 25, 2012). Not only
are the facts in these cases different from those at issue here, as non-
precedential decisions, Saiki, Burak, Anttila & Jung, Kastelewicz, and
Levine are not binding on this panel in any event. See PTAB Standard
Operating Procedure 2 (Rev. 10) § I(B), https://www.uspto.gov/sites/default/
files/documents/ SOP2%20R10%20FINAL.pdf. Nor have these cases been
designated as informative. See Alphabetical Listing of Informative
Decisions, USPTO, https://www.uspto.gov/patents/ptab/decisions-and-
opinions/informative-opinions-0.

Nor are we persuaded by Appellant’s contentions that insufficient
answers in the Examiner’s Answer to arguments raised in the Appeal Brief
affect the grounds of rejection upon which this appeal is taken, such that

sustaining the Examiner’s rejection would ostensibly constitute a new
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ground of rejection. See Reply Br. 16—17. Here, the Examiner sets forth in
the Examiner’s Answer that the rejection is proper and offers additional
explanation as to the combination. See Ans. 13-14, 27-29.

To the extent Appellant contends that the Examiner’s explanation
constitutes an undesignated new ground of rejection in the Answer (see
Reply Br. 16—-17), that is a petitionable matter that is not before us. See
37 C.F.R. § 41.40(a); see also MPEP § 1207.03(b). Where, as here,
Appellant did not file such a petition, Appellant’s contentions regarding any
alleged new ground of rejection in the Answer are waived. See 37 C.F.R.

§ 41.40(a).

Given this waiver, Appellant’s contentions that our sustaining the
Examiner’s rejection in light of the Examiner’s Answer should be
considered a new ground (Reply Br. 16-17) are unpersuasive. Therefore,
we are not persuaded that the Examiner erred in rejecting claims 59 and 60.

However, because we do not sustain the rejection of claim 32 as
discussed above, we also do not sustain the rejection of claims 3840, 42,
43, and 47-50 which depend from claim 32. Nor has the Examiner shown
that the additional cited prior art cures those deficiencies. Therefore, we
need not address Appellant’s other arguments regarding claims 3840, 42,

43, and 47-50.

THE OBVIOUSNESS REJECTION OVER SHAROOD AND ANSARI

Regarding dependent claims 61, 63, and 64, although the Examiner
does not cite to Sharood for teaching the appliance being further addressable
in the wireless network using distinct locally administered addresses

uniquely identifying the appliance in the wireless network, and using a layer
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3 address assigned by another appliance using Dynamic Host Configuration
Protocol (DHCP), the Examiner cites Ansari as teaching these features in
concluding that the claims would have been obvious. Non-Final Act. 33-35.
Appellant argues (1) Sharood and Ansari are non-analogous
references, (2) the rationale for combining Sharood and Ansari is improper
for failing to provide a link between the factual findings and the conclusion
of obviousness, (3) Sharood already discloses the advantage provided by
Ansari, (4) the rationale does not explain how teachings of Ansari are used
and more specifics about what is being combined from Ansari with the
Sharood device, and (5) the cited passage from Ansari is misrepresented in

the rejection rationale for what it discloses. See Appeal Br. 47-52.

ISSUE
Under § 103, is the Examiner’s proposed combination of the cited
references supported by articulated reasoning with some rational
underpinning to justify the Examiner’s obviousness conclusion in the

rejection of claims 61, 63, and 647

ANALYSIS
We begin by noting that the Examiner’s reliance on Ansari’s
particular teachings is undisputed. Rather, as noted above, this dispute turns
solely on the Examiner’s combination of Sharood and Ansari. Therefore, we
confine our discussion to the motivations to combine Sharood and Ansari.
Turning first then to Appellant’s contentions that Sharood and Ansari
are non-analogous art (Appeal Br. 47-48), as previously noted, prior art is

analogous if it is (1) from the same field of endeavor regardless of the
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problem addressed, or (2) reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with
which the inventor is involved (see In re Bigio, 381 F.3d at 1325). That is,
contrary to what Appellant seems to suggest (see Appeal Br. 47; Reply Br.
19), the analogous art test does not ask whether the prior art references are
analogous to each other, but rather asks whether the references are
analogous to the claimed subject matter. See id.; see also In re Kahn, 441
F.3d at 986-87.

On this record then, we see no error in the Examiner’s proposed
combination. As explained by the Examiner, both Sharood and Ansari are
of the same field of endeavor as Appellant’s invention, which is
environment control. See Ans. 36. Moreover, both Sharood and Ansari are
at least reasonably pertinent to Appellant’s problem of optimizing
environment control networks by use of sensors communicating over
wireless networks. See Spec. 15, 75. Sharood pertains to a home
automation system using a radio frequency network to monitor and optimize
home utilities (see Sharood 49 54—55) and Ansari pertains to controlling
endpoints for wireless home network automation (see Ansari Y 96-97, 116).

Further, to the extent Appellant contends that the Examiner’s
obviousness rationale is inconsistent with the patentably-distinct inventions
articulated in a restriction requirement made during prosecution of the
present application (see Appeal Br. 48), such a contention is unavailing. The
propriety of the Examiner’s restriction requirement that was made during
prosecution is a petitionable matter that is not before us, as are objections
regarding procedural inconsistences associated with that requirement. See
MPEP §§ 706.01 (“[TThe Board will not hear or decide issues pertaining to

objections and formal matters which are not properly before the Board.”);
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see also MPEP § 1201 (“The Board will not ordinarily hear a question that
should be decided by the Director on petition . . . .”), 1002.02(¢c) (requiring
that Technology Center Directors decide petitions from an Examiner’s final
decision requiring restriction in patent applications). Therefore, to the extent
there are inconsistencies between the Examiner’s restriction requirement and
obviousness rejection, the Examiner’s restriction requirement is not before
us, nor are we bound by it. Rather, only the Examiner’s obviousness
rejection is before us—a rejection that is (1) articulated in the Non-Final
Office Action from which this appeal was taken, and (2) based solely on the
cited prior art.

Nor do we find error in the Examiner’s rationale to combine Sharood
and Ansari, despite Applicant’s contention that such rationale is in error
when it is used for different claims (see Appeal Br. 49). Notwithstanding
the differences in recited claim features, the same advantage may apply
nonetheless. Indeed, Ansari’s network gateway in all of the specific
teachings respectively cited, all commonly provide the benefit of making
available and accessible (exposing) endpoints of a home automation system
via network addressing, thus allowing greater access to Sharood’s power
monitoring system. See Non-Final Act. 34.

We see no error in these findings and conclusions. Such an
enhancement of a network addressing scheme to increase the availability and
access to monitoring capabilities uses prior art elements predictably
according to their established functions—an obvious improvement. See
KSR, 550 U.S. at 417. To the extent Appellant contends that a motivation to
combine Sharood with Ansari cannot be found because “some of the

wireless technologies do not lend themselves to be used in building
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automation as described by the Sharood reference” (see Appeal Br. 49), we
are not persuaded. Ansari contemplates using its wireless gateway
technology in building automation as a home automation networking device.
See Ansari § 97; Fig. 11.

We reach this conclusion even if Sharood already discloses the same
advantages as Appellant contends (see Appeal Br. 50-51) because Sharood
does not disclose the network addressing as Ansari provides. Nevertheless,
Appellant’s authority for the contention that reliance on “redundant”
advantages from a cited art combination would preclude a finding of
obviousness (see Appeal Br. 49—50), comes from non-precedential Board
decisions Ex parte Saiki, Appeal No. 2000-0373 (BPAI Jan. 17, 2002); Ex
parte Burak, Appeal No. 2004-0823 (BPAI Dec. 8, 2004); Ex parte Anttila
& Jung, Appeal No. 2010-006328 (BPAI Sept. 27, 2012); Ex parte
Kastelewicz, Appeal No. 2008-004808 (BPAI June 9, 2009); and Ex parte
Levine, Appeal No. 2010-001240 (BPAI Sept. 25, 2012). Not only are the
facts in these cases different from those at issue here, as non-precedential
decisions, Saiki, Burak, Anttila & Jung, Kastelewicz, and Levine are not
binding on this panel in any event. See PTAB Standard Operating Procedure
2 (Rev. 10) § I(B), https://www.uspto.gov/sites/default/files/documents/
SOP2%20R10%20FINAL.pdf. Nor have these cases been designated as
informative. See Alphabetical Listing of Informative Decisions, USPTO,
https://www.uspto.gov/patents/ptab/decisions-and-opinions/informative-
opinions-0.

Appellant’s contentions that the combination of Sharood and Ansari is
improper for being conclusory and not explaining how Sharood is modified

by Ansari to arrive at the claims, are also not persuasive. To be sure,
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“[r]ejections on obviousness grounds cannot be sustained by mere
conclusory statements; instead, there must be some articulated reasoning
with some rational underpinning to support the legal conclusion of
obviousness.” KSR, 550 U.S. at 418 (2007) (quoting Kahn, 441 F.3d at
988). On this record, however, we do not find error in the Examiner’s
rejections relying upon the combination of Sharood and Ansari. The
Examiner articulates that Sharood discloses elements from claim 1, which
are further limited by dependent claims 61, 63, and 64. Moreover, the
Examiner articulates that Ansari is relied upon for its teachings for these
further limitations, such as (1) the appliance being further addressable in the
wireless network using distinct locally administered addresses uniquely
identifying the appliance in the wireless network (see Non-Final Act. 34);
(2) the digital address is a layer 3 address and is a static or dynamic Internet
Protocol (IP) address (see Non-Final Act. 34); and (3) the digital address is
assigned by another appliance using DHCP (see Non-Final Act. 35).

To the extent Appellant contends that the articulated reasoning
required any further details regarding how, why, or where elements were
incorporated into Sharood and whether they are substitutes or additional
components (see Appeal Br. 50-51), we are not persuaded. The test for
obviousness is not whether a secondary reference’s features can be bodily
incorporated into the structure of the primary reference. In re Keller, 642
F.2d at 425 (CCPA 1981). Rather, the test is what the combined teachings
of the references would have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art.
1d.

We find unavailing Appellant’s contentions that the Examiner’s

rationale to combine Sharood with Ansari ostensibly lacks rational
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underpinning. See Appeal Br. 51. After arguing that the combination with
Ansari is conclusory and fails to explain the combination (see Appeal Br.
50), Appellant then contends the combination is adding the functionality of
an addressing mechanism, and that such a combination would feature a
“trivial, inherent, and self-evident” motivation to combine that would lack
rational underpinning (see Appeal Br. 51). Appellant provides no persuasive
evidence proving this assertion. Such unsubstantiated attorney argument has
low probative value. See In re Geisler, 116 F.3d 1465, 1470 (Fed. Cir.
1997).

Nor do we find availing Appellant’s contention that the Examiner’s
explanation of Ansari’s paragraph 1 is allegedly misrepresentative. The
Examiner cites Ansari’s paragraph 1 as supporting the obviousness
conclusion based on combining Sharood with Ansari. Therefore, the
explanation given by the Examiner prior to the Ansari citation is not
intended as a representation of Ansari, but rather to provide evidence
supporting the combination’s rationale. The Examiner concludes that it
would be obvious to combine Sharood and Ansari to expose the presence
and functionalities of associated endpoints (of the home network) via a wide
area network. See Non-Final Act. 34. Indeed, Ansari’s gateway device
exposes the presence and functionalities of one or more associated end point
devices via a wide area network. Ansari § 1. Therefore, we are not
persuaded that the Examiner erred in citing and relying on Ansari for
concluding obviousness based on the combination of Sharood and Ansari.

Nor are we persuaded by Appellant’s contentions that insufficient
answers in the Examiner’s Answer to arguments raised in the Appeal Brief

affect the grounds of rejection upon which this appeal is taken, such that
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sustaining the Examiner’s rejection would ostensibly constitute a new
ground of rejection. See Reply Br. 19. Here, the Examiner sets forth in the
Examiner’s Answer that the rejection is proper and offers additional
explanation as to the combination. See Ans. 36-39.

To the extent Appellant contends that the Examiner’s explanation
constitutes an undesignated new ground of rejection in the Answer (see
Reply Br. 19), that is a petitionable matter that is not before us. See
37 C.F.R. § 41.40(a); see also MPEP § 1207.03(b). Where, as here,
Appellant did not file such a petition, Appellant’s contentions regarding any
alleged new ground of rejection in the Answer are waived. See 37 C.F.R.

§ 41.40(a).

Given this waiver, Appellant’s contentions that our sustaining the
Examiner’s rejection in light of the Examiner’s Answer should be
considered a new ground (Reply Br. 19) are unpersuasive.

Therefore, we are not persuaded that the Examiner erred in rejecting

claims 61, 63, and 64.

THE OBVIOUSNESS REJECTION OVER SHAROOD, ANSARI, AND
WONG
Regarding dependent claim 62, although the Examiner does not cite
Sharood for teaching the digital address is a Media Access Control (MAC)
layer address, the Examiner cites Wong as teaching this feature in
concluding that the claim would have been obvious. Non-Final Act. 35-36.
Appellant argues (1) Sharood and Wong are non-analogous
references, and (2) the rationale to combine Sharood and Wong is improper

for (a) misrepresenting the cited portion from Wong and not explaining how
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and why the provided motivation rationale is related to the claimed
limitation; (b) using a motivational advantage already disclosed in Sharood
and thus redundant; (c) including use of a different wireless networking
standard than that disclosed for claim 61 from which claim 62 depends; and
(d) not explaining how teachings of Wong are used and more specifics about
what is being combined from Wong with the Sharood device. See Appeal
Br. 52-56.

ISSUE
Under § 103, is the Examiner’s proposed combination of the cited
references supported by articulated reasoning with some rational
underpinning to justify the Examiner’s obviousness conclusion in the

rejection of claim 627

ANALYSIS

We begin by noting that the Examiner’s reliance on Wong’s particular
teachings is undisputed. Rather, as noted above, this dispute turns solely on
the Examiner’s combination of Sharood, Ansari, and Wong. Therefore, we
confine our discussion to the rationale to combine the cited references.

Turning first then to Appellant’s contentions that Sharood and Wong
are non-analogous art (Appeal Br. 52—-54), as previously noted, prior art is
analogous if it is (1) from the same field of endeavor regardless of the
problem addressed, or (2) reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with
which the inventor is involved (see Bigio, 381 F.3d at 1325). That is,
contrary to what Appellant seems to suggest (see Appeal Br. 52—53; Reply

Br. 20), the analogous art test does not ask whether the prior art references
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are analogous to each other, but rather asks whether the references are
analogous to the claimed subject matter. See id.; see also Kahn, 441 F.3d at
986-87.

On this record then, we see no error in the Examiner’s proposed
combination. As explained by the Examiner, both Sharood and Wong are in
the same field of endeavor as Appellant’s invention, which is environment
control. See Ans. 40. Moreover, both Sharood and Wong are at least
reasonably pertinent to Appellant’s problem of optimizing environment
control networks by use of sensors communicating over wireless networks.
See Spec. 15, 75. Sharood pertains to a home automation system using a
radio frequency network to monitor and optimize home utilities (see
Sharood 9] 54-55), and Wong pertains to (1) measuring AC current usage of
a load device, and (2) transmitting values based on the measurements over a
Wi-Fi network in order to configure, modify and administer energy settings
for more efficient operations (see Wong 9 14, 42).

Further, to the extent Appellant contends that the Examiner’s
obviousness rationale is inconsistent with the patentably-distinct inventions
articulated in a restriction requirement made during prosecution of the
present application (see Appeal Br. 53—54), such a contention is unavailing.
The propriety of the Examiner’s restriction requirement that was made
during prosecution is a petitionable matter that is not before us, as are
objections regarding procedural inconsistences associated with that
requirement. See MPEP § 706.01 (*“[T]he Board will not hear or decide
issues pertaining to objections and formal matters which are not properly
before the Board.”); see also MPEP §§ 1201 (“The Board will not ordinarily
hear a question that should be decided by the Director on petition . . . .”),
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1002.02(c) (requiring that Technology Center Directors decide petitions
from an Examiner’s final decision requiring restriction in patent
applications). Therefore, to the extent there are inconsistencies between the
Examiner’s restriction requirement and obviousness rejection, the
Examiner’s restriction requirement is not before us, nor are we bound by it.
Rather, only the Examiner’s obviousness rejection is before us—a rejection
that is (1) articulated in the Non-Final Office Action from which this appeal
was taken, and (2) based solely on the cited prior art.

Nor are we persuaded that the Examiner’s rationale to combine the
cited references is improper. Appellant’s contentions that the Examiner’s
rationale to combine Sharood and Wong misrepresents the cited portion of
Wong and fails to explain why and how the provided benefit of the
combination relates to the claimed features (see Appeal Br. 54) are
unavailing. The rationale to combine Wong with Sharood cites to Wong
disclosing a communication module (described later in Wong as a sensor)
operative to transmit AC power values calculated from measured AC current
by a measurement module in accordance with a Wi-Fi wireless networking
standard to a wireless network access point. See Wong 99 14, 54. The
Examiner reasons that combining Wong with Sharood is motivated by
enhancements from assigning unique addresses to sensors to transmit the
values to a wireless network access point. See Non-Final Act. 36; Ans. 39—
40. Given this reasoning in view of the cited portion of Wong, we see no
misrepresentation in the Examiner’s rationale. Moreover, Appellant has not
provided additional explanation as to what is mischaracterized by the
Examiner’s rationale. See Appeal Br. 54; Reply Br. 20-21. Further, the

Examiner’s rationale provides that an enhancement to Sharood’s appliance
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monitoring device is by assigning unique addresses to sensors, as Wong
provides. See Non-Final Act. 36. Given that claim 62 recites features of a
MAC layer address, and Wong teaches assigning MAC addresses to sensors,
we find that the reason to combine Wong with Sharood has sufficient
rational underpinning that ties the enhancement of the unique MAC
addresses of Wong to the appliance monitoring sensor of Sharood.

We reach this conclusion regardless of what other teachings can be
inferred from Wong, such as adding addresses to a sensor additionally
providing a means to provide a service, as Appellant suggests. See Appeal
Br. 54. In short, there is no persuasive evidence on this record proving that
Wong’s teachings criticize, discredit, or otherwise discourage investigation
into the invention claimed as required for teaching away. See Norgren Inc.
v. Int’l Trade Comm’n, 699 F.3d 1317, 1326 (Fed. Cir. 2012); see also
Kahn, 441 F.3d at 990.

We reach this conclusion even if Sharood already discloses the same
advantages as Appellant contends (see Appeal Br. 50-51) because Sharood
does not disclose the MAC addressing as Wong provides. Nevertheless,
Appellant’s authority for the contention that reliance on “redundant”
advantages from a cited art combination would preclude a finding of
obviousness (see Appeal Br. 55), comes from non-precedential Board
decisions Ex parte Saiki, Appeal No. 2000-0373 (BPAI Jan. 17, 2002); Ex
parte Burak, Appeal No. 2004-0823 (BPAI Dec. 8, 2004); Ex parte Anttila
& Jung, Appeal No. 2010-006328 (BPAI Sept. 27, 2012); Ex parte
Kastelewicz, Appeal No. 2008-004808 (BPAI June 9, 2009); and Ex parte
Levine, Appeal No. 2010-001240 (BPAI Sept. 25, 2012). Not only are the

facts in these cases different from those at issue here, as non-precedential
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decisions, Saiki, Burak, Anttila & Jung, Kastelewicz, and Levine are not
binding on this panel in any event. See PTAB Standard Operating Procedure
2 (Rev. 10) § I(B), https://www.uspto.gov/sites/default/files/documents/
SOP2%20R10%20FINAL.pdf. Nor have these cases been designated as
informative. See Alphabetical Listing of Informative Decisions, USPTO,
https://www.uspto.gov/patents/ptab/decisions-and-opinions/informative-
opinions-0.

Nor are we persuaded by Appellant’s contentions that the rationale to
combine Sharood with Wong is improper for referencing a different network
scheme than that referenced in the combination rationale for claim 61 from
which claim 62 depends, and referencing different layers of the open
systems interconnection (OSI) layer stack. See Appeal Br. 55-56. To the
extent Appellant suggests that a wide area network is incompatible or
inoperable with a local area network, and that addressing schemes at
different OSI layers are similarly incompatible or inoperable together,
Appellant provides no persuasive evidence proving these assertions. Such
unsubstantiated attorney argument has low probative value. See In re
Geisler, 116 F.3d 1465, 1470 (Fed. Cir. 1997).

Further, to the extent Appellant contends that the articulated reasoning
required any further details regarding how added sensors are incorporated
into Sharood and what added services are provided by added elements (see
Appeal Br. 56), we are not persuaded. The test for obviousness is not
whether a secondary reference’s features can be bodily incorporated into the
structure of the primary reference. Keller, 642 F.2d at 425. Rather, the test
is what the combined teachings of the references would have suggested to

those of ordinary skill in the art. 7d.

66

Amazon EX1003 Page 249



Appeal 2020-002710
Application 15/992,221

Finally, we are not persuaded by Appellant’s contentions that
insufficient answers in the Examiner’s Answer to arguments raised in the
Appeal Brief affect the grounds of rejection upon which this appeal is taken,
such that sustaining the Examiner’s rejection would ostensibly constitute a
new ground of rejection. See Reply Br. 20-21. Here, the Examiner sets
forth in the Examiner’s Answer that the rejection is proper and offers
additional explanation as to the combination. See Ans. 40—43.

To the extent Appellant contends that the Examiner’s explanation
constitutes an undesignated new ground of rejection in the Answer (see
Reply Br. 20-21), that is a petitionable matter that is not before us. See
37 C.F.R. § 41.40(a); see also MPEP § 1207.03(b). Where, as here,
Appellant did not file such a petition, Appellant’s contentions regarding any
alleged new ground of rejection in the Answer are waived. See 37 C.F.R.

§ 41.40(a).

Given this waiver, Appellant’s contentions that our sustaining the
Examiner’s rejection in light of the Examiner’s Answer should be
considered a new ground (Reply Br. 20-21) are unpersuasive.

Therefore, we are not persuaded that the Examiner erred in rejecting

claim 62.

THE OTHER OBVIOUSNESS REJECTIONS
We do not sustain the Examiner’s obviousness rejections of dependent
claims 41 and 44-46. See Non-Final Act. 30-33.
Because we do not sustain the rejection against claim 32, as discussed
above, we also do not sustain the rejection of claims 41 and 44—46, which

depend from claim 32. Nor has the Examiner shown that the additional cited
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prior art cures those deficiencies. Accordingly, we need not address

Appellant’s other arguments regarding claims 41 and 44—46.

CONCLUSION
In summary:
1-7,9, 10, [102(b) Sharood 1-5,7,12-19, 16,9, 10, 32—
12-19, 32— 54, 58 34, 36, 55—
34, 36, 54— 57
58
8,11, 20, 103(a) Sharood, 8, 11,20, 21,
21, 23, 24, Legaspi 23,24,51-53
51-53
22,29 103(a) Sharood, 22,29
Legaspi, Rada
25-28, 30, | 103(a) Sharood, Kiko |[25-28, 30,31 |35, 37
31, 35, 37
38-40,42, [103(a) Sharood, 59, 60 3840, 42,
43, 47-50, Hendrickson 43, 47-50
59, 60
41 103(a) Sharood, 41
Mehta
44-46 103(a) Sharood, 44-46
Hendrickson,
Kiko
61, 63,64 |[103(a) Sharood, 61, 63, 64
Ansari
62 103(a) Sharood, 62
Ansari, Wong
Overall 1-5,7,8,11- 16,9,10, 32—
Outcome 31, 54, 58—64 | 53, 55-57
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TIME PERIOD FOR RESPONSE
No time period for taking any subsequent action in connection with
this appeal may be extended under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a)(1)(iv). See
37 C.F.R. § 41.50(%).

AFFIRMED IN PART
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(57) Abstract: The invention relates to
an alarm device 1 for detecting and com-
municating environment- and device-
specific states, comprising a communica-

tion interface 3 for the wireless transmis-
sion of information G to one or more
destination addresses B, wherein the
communication interface 3 is designed in
particular as a WLAN interface and/or as
a mobile radio interface, wherein the
communication interface is designed in
terms of program and/or circuitry to esta-
blish and/or maintain access to the public
Internet (A) in order to transmit the in-

formation (G) to one or more destination
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Fig. 1

als eine Mobilfunkschnittstelle ausgebildet ist, wobei die Kommunikationsschnittstelle programmtechnisch und/oder schaltungs-
technisch ausgebildet ist, einen Zugang zum 6ffentlichen Internet (A) herzustellen und/oder aufrechtzuerhalten, um die Informa-
tionen (G) an die eine oder mehrere Zieladressen (B) zu iibertragen.

addresses (B).

(57) Zusammenfassung: Alarmeinrich-
tung 1, zur Erkennung und Mitteilung
von umgebungs- und einrichtungsspezifi-
schen Zustidnden, mit einer Kommunika-
tionsschnittstelle 3 zur kabellosen Uber-
tragung von Informationen G an eine
oder mehrere Zieladressen B, wobei die
Kommunikationsschnittstelle 3 insbeson-
dere als WLAN-Schnittstelle und/oder
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Beschreibung

Titel
Alarmeinrichtung zur Erkennung und Mitteilung von umgebungs- und
anlagenspezifischen Zustanden

Stand der Technik

Die Erfindung betrifft eine Alarmeinrichtung zur Erkennung und Mitteilung von
umgebungs- und anlagenspezifischen Zustanden, mit einer
Kommunikationsschnittstelle zur kabellosen Ubertragung von Informationen an
eine oder mehrere Zieladressen, wobei die Kommunikationsschnittstelle
insbesondere als eine WLAN-Schnittstelle und/oder als eine
Mobilfunkschnittstelle ausgebildet ist.

Alarmeinrichtungen haben die Aufgabe, Personen in einer Umgebung der
Alarmeinrichtung auf eine Gefahrensituation hinzuweisen und so letztlich auch
Leben retten zu kénnen. Ublicherweise sind mehrere Alarmeinrichtungen in
Wohnungen, Gebduden oder Gebaudekomplexen integriert und miteinander tber
Kabel oder Funk vernetzt, um an jedem Ort iber die Gefahrensituation
informieren zu kénnen. Aus vielen Anwendungen ist es bekannt, dass
Alarmeinrichtungen Uber Draht oder Funk einen Notruf zu einem externen
Dienstleister, wie z.B. einem Sicherheitsdienst oder einer Einsatzzentrale,

absetzen kdénnen, um schnell und gezielt Hilfe anzufordern.

Die Schrift US 7 019 646 B1, die wohl den nachstliegenden Stand der Technik
bildet, beschreibt eine Vorrichtung und ein Verfahren zur Ortung eines
kabellosen Rauchmelders bei einem potentiellen Brandfall. Der kabellose
Rauchmelder weist eine Schnittstelle, z.B. eine WLAN-Schnittstelle, zu einem
kabellosen Transceiver (Sende-Empfangsanlage) auf, der liber ein existierendes
kabelloses Telekommunikationsnetzwerk arbeitet. Der kabellose Transceiver
kann als ein Prozessor mit einem integrierten Speicher zum Speichern von
Alarmdaten ausgebildet sein. Er ist dazu geeignet, die Alarmdaten bei einem
Alarmfall automatisch an eine Einsatzzentrale zu libertragen.
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Offenbarung der Erfindung

Im Rahmen der Erfindung wird eine Alarmeinrichtung zur Erkennung und
Mitteilung eines umgebungs- und einrichtungsspezifischen Zustandes mit den
Merkmalen des Anspruchs 1, sowie eine Alarmanlage mit den Merkmalen des
Anspruchs 12 vorgeschlagen. Bevorzugte oder vorteilhafte Ausfihrungsformen
der Erfindung ergeben sich aus den Unteranspriiche, der nachfolgenden
Beschreibung sowie den beigefligten Figuren.

Die erfindungsgemale Alarmeinrichtung ist ausgebildet, mindestens einen
Umgebungsparameter zu erfassen, insbesondere zu iberwachen, und diesen
oder einen davon abgeleiteten Parameter als umgebungsspezifischen Zustand
zu Ubermitteln. Vorzugsweise umfasst die Alarmeinrichtung einen Feuer-,
Rauch-, Bewegungs- oder Existenzmelder zur Erkennung des
Umgebungsparameters. Insbesondere weist die Alarmeinrichtung eine
Sensoreinheit auf, die dazu geeignet und/oder ausgebildet ist, einen
Umgebungsparameter, wie z. B. eine Temperatur, eine Gas- und/oder
Partikelkonzentration, ein Umgebungsbild etc. zu erfassen.

Alternativ oder erganzend ist die Alarmeinrichtung dazu geeignet und/oder
ausgebildet, mindestens einen Funktionsparameter der Alarmeinrichtung zu
erfassen, insbesondere zu liberwachen, und diesen als einrichtungsspezifischen
Zustand der Alarmeinrichtung zu Gibermitteln. Die Funktionsparameter kénnen
z.B. Kenngrofen einer Selbstdiagnose oder von Betriebsparametern der

Alarmeinrichtung sein.

Die Alarmeinrichtung weist vorzugsweise eine Auswerteeinheit auf, die dazu
geeignet und/oder ausgebildet ist, die Parameter, insbesondere die
Umgebungsparameter und/oder die Funktionsparameter, auszuwerten und den
umgebungs- und/oder einrichtungsspezifischen Zustand zu erkennen.

Im Rahmen der Erfindung ist unter dem umgebungsspezifischen Zustand z.B. ein

Ereignisfall zu verstehen, der beispielsweise eine Gefahrensituation, wie z.B.
einen Brand, eine Uiberh6hte Rauchkonzentration, die Bewegung eines Objekts

Amazon EX1003 Page 261



10

15

20

25

30

35

WO 2011/051022

und/oder die Existenz eines Objekts umfasst. Der umgebungsspezifische
Zustand kann aber auch eine Normalsituation, insbesondere eine Nicht-
Gefahrensituation und/oder eine Entwarnungssituation umfassen.

Ublicherweise umfasst der einrichtungsspezifische Zustand einen
Funktionsfahigkeits- und/oder Betriebszustandsstatus der Alarmeinrichtung. Ist
der Betrieb und/oder die Funktion der Alarmeinrichtung nur eingeschrankt oder
nicht verfligbar oder ist also die Alarmeinrichtung ganz oder teilweise defekt, so
ist unter dem einrichtungsspezifischen Zustand ebenfalls ein Ereignisfall zu
verstehen.

Die Alarmeinrichtung weist eine Kommunikationsschnittstelle auf, die
vorzugsweise als WLAN-Schnittstelle ausgebildet ist. Vorzugsweise ist die
WLAN- Schnittstelle eine Schnittstelle zu einem Wireless Local Area Network,
einem lokalen auf der Norm |IEEE 802.11 basierenden Funknetz, das
Ublicherweise OFDM (Orthogonal Frequency Division Multiplex) als
Modulationsverfahren einsetzt. Insbesondere weist die Alarmeinrichtung ein
WLAN- Modul auf. Alternativ oder erganzend ist die Kommunikationsschnittstelle
als Schnittstelle zu einem drahtlosen, lokalen Funknetz ausgebildet.

Alternativ oder erganzend umfasst die Kommunikationsschnittstelle eine
Mobilfunkschnittstelle, die ausgebildet ist, mit einem 6ffentlichen Mobilfunknetz in
Verbindung zu treten, Derartige 6ffentliche Mobilfunknetze dienen insbesondere
dazu, Dienste fiir ein Mobiltelefon bereitzustellen. Die Mobilfunkschnittstelle ist
insbesondere ausgebildet, einen beliebigen Dienst des 6ffentlichen
Mobilfunknetzes zu verwenden, wie z.B. den Sprachdienst, SMS-Dienst und/oder
einen Datenubertragungsdienst.

Erfindungsgemal ist die Kommunikationsschnittstelle programmtechnisch
und/oder schaltungstechnisch derart ausgebildet, einen Zugang zum &ffentlichen
Internet herzustellen und/oder aufrecht zu erhalten, um Informationen an eine
oder mehrere Zieladressen kabellos zu Ubertragen. Insbesondere erfolgt eine
direkte und/oder unmittelbare Verbindung von der Alarmeinrichtung mit dem
Internet und/oder es wird das Internet-Protokoll (IP) des TCP/IP-Modells oder
das Protokoll einer anderen Internetprotokollfamilie zur Ubermittlung der
Informationen verwendet. Insbesondere erhalt die Alarmeinrichtung bei der
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Verbindung mit dem 6ffentlichen Internet eine eigene und/oder eine der
Alarmeinrichtung zugeordnete |IP-Adresse. Die Zieladressen kdnnen beliebig
ausgewahlte Adressen, wie z.B. die einer Einsatzzentrale, eines
Sicherheitsdiensts, eines Firmenrechners des Inhabers der Alarmeinrichtung,
eines Rechners des Nachbars des Inhabers, etc. sein. Insbesondere sind die
Zieladressen als IP-Adressen ausgebildet.

Vorzugsweise umfassen die Informationen Hinweise auf den umgebungs-
und/oder einrichtungsspezifischen Zustand, insbesondere auf den Ereignisfall.
Besonders bevorzugt ist der umgebungs- und/oder einrichtungsspezifischen
Zustand als Dateninhalt Giber das Internet Ubertragbar und/oder wird Ubertragen.

Viele Unternehmen oder Haushalte nutzen die WLAN-Technologie (wireless local
area network) bereits, um mehrere Gerate in einem Gebaude mit dem Internet zu
verbinden. Oft erfolgt dies liber eine sogenannte ,flat rate“, was bedeutet, dass
der Internetzugang und/oder die Internetverbindung zu tragbaren Kosten
dauerhaft zur Verfigung stehen kénnen. Die Erfindung nutzt die hohe
Verfugbarkeit derartiger WLAN-Installationen und schlagt vor, die
Alarmeinrichtung mit einer eigenen WLAN-Schnittstelle auszustatten, die der
Alarmeinrichtung eine eigene Verbindung in das Internet erméglicht.
Selbstverstandlich kann bei Bedarf fur die Alarmeinrichtung auch ein eigenes
WLAN-Netz eingerichtet werden. Alternativ oder erganzend wird das weit
verfligbare Mobilfunknetz mit analogen Vorteilen verwendet, so dass im Rahmen
der Erfindung eine internetfahige Alarmeinrichtung vorgeschlagen wird,

Es ist ein nutzbarer Vorteil der Erfindung, dass Zieladressen Uber das Internet
Uber den umgebungs- und/oder einrichtungsspezifischen Zustand der
Alarmeinrichtung, insbesondere Uber Ereignisfalle, zeithah informiert werden
konnen. Diese Zieladressen haben die Mdglichkeit, den umgebungs- und
einrichtungsspezifischen Zustand zu liberpriifen, obwohl sie sich nicht in einer
Umgebung der Alarmeinrichtung befinden. Ein akustischer oder optischer Alarm
lauft bei einer Nichtanwesenheit zu schiitzender oder Uberwachender Personen
nicht ins Leere, da eine Mitteilung Gber den Ereignisfall, insbesondere die
Gefahrensituation Uber das Internet an die Zieladressen weitergeleitet werden

kann.
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Ein weiterer nutzbarer Vorteil der Erfindung ist, dass die Alarmeinrichtung tGber
die WLAN-Schnittstelle und/oder liber einen WLAN-Router des LAN-Netzes
und/oder Uber die IP-Adresse und/oder Uber die Telefonnummer eindeutig
lokalisierbar ist. So kann die Zieladresse, z.B. die Einsatzzentrale, bei der
Ubermittlung der Informationen sofort erkennen, um welche Alarmeinrichtung es
sich handelt und wo diese eingesetzt ist. Dies ist z.B. durch eine Entschlisselung
der IP-Adresse oder Telefonnummer der Alarmeinrichtung oder durch ein
Mitsenden von Standortinformationen moglich.

Ebenfalls ist es optional mdglich, den einrichtungsspezifischen Zustand der
Alarmeinrichtung von extern zu Uberprifen. Somit kann eine Person auch bei
Nichtanwesenheit in der Umgebung der Alarmeinrichtung sicher sein, dass die
Alarmeinrichtung funktionsfahig ist oder bei einer Fehlermeldung entsprechende
Aktionen einleiten. Eine derartige Uberpriifung kann z.B. von einer Zieladresse
oder - bei entsprechender Konfiguration - von jedem Internetzugang auf der Welt
durchgefiihrt werden. Es ist auch moglich, dass die Alarmeinrichtung liber das
Internet mit einem externen Datenlogger verbindbar ist und/oder verbunden ist,
wobei die Zustande, insbesondere die einrichtungsspezifischen Zustande,
protokolliert werden, so dass ein Nachweis Uber die Funktionsfahigkeit der
Alarmeinrichtung erstellbar ist, ohne die Alarmeinrichtung vor Ort priifen zu

mussen.

Vorteilhaft ist weiterhin, dass WLAN- Module hinreichend bekannt und bereits in
vielen elektronischen Geraten, wie z.B. in tragbaren Computern oder in
Mobiltelefonen verbreitet sind. Es sind also auch WLAN- Module in kleinen
Baugrdfien und mit stromoptimierten Eigenschaften erhaltlich, die durch ihre
Grolde auch ohne weiteres auch in einer Alarmeinrichtung integrierbar sind. Als
weiterer Vorteil ist zu nennen, dass die WLAN- Module durch den Bedarf hoher
Stiickzahlen mittlerweile zu vertretbaren Kosten erhaltlich sind und die Erfindung
so zu malfdvollen Preisen umsetzbar ist. Auch Module fir Mobilfunkschnittstellen
sind mittlerweile kostengiinstig verfligbar.

In einer bevorzugten Ausflihrungsform ist die Alarmeinrichtung als ein Rauch-
und/oder Brandmelder in einem Gehause ausgebildet. Insbesondere ist das
Gehause dazu ausgebildet, an der Wand oder Decke eines Raumes montiert zu
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werden. Optional kann die Alarmeinrichtung batteriebetrieben sein oder einen
Versorgungsanschluss, insbesondere einen Netzanschluss aufweisen.

In manchen Ausfuihrungsformen weist die Alarmeinrichtung eine Taste zum Ein-
und Ausschalten auf. Einem Nutzer wird es dadurch u. a. ermdglicht, einen
Informationsaustausch mit den Zieladressen zu verhindern bzw. zu deaktivieren

oder gezielt zu aktivieren.

Vorzugsweise umfasst die Alarmeinrichtung eine Steuereinheit zur Ansteuerung
einer Signaleinheit, die dazu ausgebildet ist, optische und/oder akustische Alarm-
oder Entwarnungssignale auszugeben, so dass ein lokales Signal am Standort
der Alarmeinrichtung erzeugt wird.

Alternativ oder ergénzend ist die Steuereinheit auch zur Ansteuerung eines
elektronischen Schalters ausgebildet, der die Kommunikationsschnittstelle mit
einer Energiequelle, wie z.B. einer Batterie verbinden oder von dieser trennen
kann. Der elektronische Schalter kann alternativ auch dazu ausgebildet sein, die
Alarmeinrichtung zu Ubertragungsfreien Zeiten in einen Stromsparmodus zu
versetzen und/oder von der WLAN-Funktion bzw. Mobilfunkfunktion zu trennen.

Soll der umgebungsspezifische und/oder der einrichtungsspezifische Zustand
Uubertragen werden, so kann durch die Ansteuerung des elektronischen Schalters
eine Verbindung fiir die Ubertragung der Informationen iiber die
Kommunikationsschnittstelle aktiviert werden. Nach erfolgter Ubertragung wird
die Alarmeinrichtung durch erneute Ansteuerung des elektronischen Schalters in
einen Ruhezustand versetzt, der keinen Stromverbrauch oder einen reduzierten
Stromverbrauch aufweist.

Vorteilhaft ist, dass die Steuereinheit die Kommunikationsverbindung tiber den
elektronischen Schalter nur zu einem Ubermittlungszeitpunkt aktiviert und im
Ruhezustand deaktiviert. Somit wird keine unnétige Energie durch das WLAN-
Modul verbraucht. Insbesondere wenn die Alarmeinrichtung einen
Versorgungsanschluss, insbesondere einen Netzanschluss aufweist, kann die
Alarmeinrichtung optional auch ohne den elektronischen Schalter ausgebildet
sein. Die Alarmeinrichtung kann dann dauerhaft mit Energie versorgt werden und
die Kommunikationsverbindung permanent zur Verfigung stehen.
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In einer weiteren méglichen Ausgestaltung der Erfindung erfolgt die Ubertragung
der Informationen als eine E-Mail, SMS und/oder als ein Voice- Mail.
Vorzugsweise ist die Ubertragung der E-Mail, der SMS und/oder der Voice- Mail
Internet gestiitzt. Insbesondere werden die E-Mail und/oder die SMS auf einen
Rechner und/oder auf ein mobiles Gerat, wie z.B. ein Mobiltelefon oder ein
Smartphone, ibertragen. Bei Ubermittiung des Voice- Mails erfolgt eine
Sprachnachricht Ublicherweise auf einen fest installierten und/oder
ortsgebundenen Telefonanschluss.

In einer moglichen Ausflihrungsform weist die Alarmeinrichtung eine
Konfigurationsschnittstelle zur Ubermittiung von Ubertragungsmodalititen auf.
Vorzugsweise ist die Konfigurationsschnittstelle als eine Datenschnittstelle,
insbesondere USB- Schnittstelle ausgebildet. Besonders bevorzugt ist, dass die
Konfigurationsschnittstelle an einer leicht zuganglichen Stelle der
Alarmeinrichtung angeordnet ist und so problemlos mit einem PC verbindbar ist.
Uber den PC kdnnen Einstellungen zum Verbindungsaufbau und zur
Verschlisselung, wie etwa WPA (Wi-Fi Protected Access), eingegeben und Uber
die Konfigurationsschnittstelle in der Alarmeinrichtung eingestellt werden.
Ebenfalls erméglicht die Konfigurationsschnittstelle z. B. eine Festlegung der
Web-, E-Mailadressen, Telefonnummern oder Passwoérter der gewiinschten
Zieladressen uUber den PC.

In einer weiteren mdglichen Ausfiihrungsform ist die Alarmeinrichtung zur aktiven
Ubermittlung der Informationen an die mindestens eine Zieladresse ausgebildet.
Vorzugsweise weist die Alarmeinrichtung eine Push-Funktion auf, bei der sie
aktiv die Informationen sendet. Beispielsweise steuert sie selbststandig in einer
Gefahrensituation die Ubermittlung einer Alarmmeldung an die mindestens eine
Zieladresse an.

Denkbar ist auch, dass die Alarmeinrichtung unaufgefordert, optional zu
konfigurierten Zeitpunkten, z.B. alle acht Stunden oder einmal pro Tag, bei
Normalsituationen eine Entwarnungsmeldung, insbesondere im Rahmen der
Push-Funktion, sendet. Es ist weiterhin vorstellbar, dass eine Ricksetzmeldung,
die von sich in einer Umgebung der Alarmeinrichtung aufhaltenden Personen

vorgenommen wurde, von der Alarmeinrichtung an die Zieladressen tUbermittelt
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werden kann. Dadurch erkennen die Zieladressen, dass ein Fehlalarm von den
Personen gestoppt wurde oder eine Entspannung der Gefahrenlage vorliegt.

Optional kdnnen auch die Funktionsparameter als einrichtungsspezifische
Zustande selbsttatig durch die Alarmeinrichtung Gibermittelt werden. Dies kann
beispielsweise zyklisch erfolgen. Dadurch wird ermdglicht, dass z.B. ein
Batteriestatus, ein Verschmutzungsgrad der Sensoreinheit und/oder eine
Statusmeldung der Elektronik, etc., der Alarmeinrichtung von der Zieladresse
gepriift werden kann und entsprechende Reparaturen eingeleitet werden kénnen.

In einer weiteren moglichen Ausfiihrungsform weist die Alarmeinrichtung eine
Speichereinheit zur Speicherung der Informationen auf, wobei die Informationen
von mindestens einer Zieladresse abrufbar sind und/oder abgerufen werden.
Insbesondere unterstiitzt die Alarmeinrichtung eine Pull-Funktion, bei der die
Alarmeinrichtung selbst passiv bleibt und aktiv von extern auf die Informationen
zugegriffen wird. Beispielsweise kbnnen die mindestens einen oder weitere
Zieladressen zu beliebigen Zeitpunkten und/oder in festen Zeitintervallen den
einrichtungsspezifischen Zustand, insbesondere die Funktionsparameter der
Alarmeinrichtung, abfragen und sich so lUiber einen Funktionsstatus informieren.
Alternativ oder zusatzlich ist der umgebungsspezifische Zustand, insbesondere
die Umgebungsparameter, abrufbar.

Denkbar ist, dass die Informationen Alarmsignale oder Entwarnungssignale
umfassen. Vorzugsweise umfassen die Alarmsignale konkrete Hinweise auf die
Gefahrensituation. In der Ausbildung der Alarmeinrichtung als Rauch- und/oder
Brandmelder liegt beispielsweise eine Gefahrensituation vor, wenn die
Sensoreinheit eine erhdhte Rauchpartikelkonzentration in der Umgebung des
Rauchmelders erfasst und die Auswerteeinheit einen Brand erkennt.
Entwarnungssignale umfassen insbesondere konkrete Hinweise auf die
Normalsituation. In der Normalsituation erfasst die Sensoreinheit, z.B. in der
Ausbildung der Alarmeinrichtung als Rauch- und/oder Brandmelder, eine Gas-
und/oder Partikelkonzentration, bei der die Auswerteeinheit keinen Brand
erkennt.

Optional umfassen die Informationen ein oder mehrere Statusprotokolle.
Vorzugsweise beinhalten die Statusprotokolle Funktions- und/oder
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Servicesignale der Alarmeinrichtung. Insbesondere kann es sich dabei
beispielsweise um einen Hinweis auf einen schwachen Batteriestatus oder einer
defekten Warnleuchte der Alarmeinrichtung handeln.

Eine mogliche Ausgestaltung der Erfindung sieht vor, dass der Zugang zum
offentlichen Internet Gber das Mobilfunknetz erfolgt. Mdgliche Mobilfunknetze
sind beispielsweise GSM, GPRS oder UMTS. Vorzugsweise werden in dieser
Weiterbildung keine weiteren Kommunikationsschnittstellen oder Zusatzgerate,
insbesondere das WLAN- Modul, benétigt.

Ein anderer Gegenstand der Erfindung betrifft eine Alarmanlage mit einer
Empfangsstation und mit mindestens einer Alarmeinrichtung nach einem der
vorhergehenden Anspriche, wobei die Empfangsstation eine Kopplung mit dem
Internet aufweist. Vorzugsweise ist die Empfangsstation als ein WLAN-Router
ausgebildet. Insbesondere weist die Alarmanlage mehrere Alarmeinrichtungen
auf, die untereinander und mit der Empfangsstation tiber WLAN verbunden sind.

Beispielsweise kénnen die Alarmeinrichtungen und die Empfangsstation
innerhalb eines weitlaufigen Gebaudekomplexes an unterschiedlichen Orten
angeordnet sein. Ein Alarmsignal einer Alarmeinrichtung, die in einem
Gebaudeabschnitt angeordnet ist, wird dann an die anderen Alarmeinrichtungen
und an die Empfangsstation weitergeleitet. So wird es ermdoglicht, dass Personen
auch Uber weite Strecken und/oder am anderen Ende des Gebdudekomplexes
Uber die Gefahrensituation informiert werden kénnen. Nahezu zeitgleich werden
die Informationen durch die mit dem Internet verbundene Empfangsstation an die
Zieladressen Ubermittelt.

Denkbar ist ebenfalls, dass eine Person in einem Raum des Gebaudekomplexes
eine Rucksetzmeldung von einer Alarmeinrichtung absetzt und somit Uber die
WLAN-Verbindung auch alle weiteren Alarmeinrichtungen im Gebaudekomplex
ricksetzen kann. Optional kann die Rlicksetzmeldung liber die Kopplung der
Empfangsstation mit dem Internet an die oder weitere Zieladressen Uubermittelt
werden.
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Es versteht sich, dass die Alarmanlage und/oder die Alarmeinrichtungen auch
passiv bleiben kénnen, also die Pull-Funktion unterstlitzen, und die oder weitere
Zieladressen die Informationen lber die Kopplung mit dem Internet abrufen.

Weitere Merkmale, Vorteile und Wirkungen der Erfindung ergeben sich aus der
nachfolgenden Beschreibung bevorzugter Ausfilhrungsbeispiele der Erfindung,
sowie den beigefligten Figuren. Dabei zeigen:

Figur 1 eine Strukturdarstellung einer Alarmeinrichtung als ein
Ausfiihrungsbeispiel der Erfindung;

Figur 2 einen Ubertragungsweg der Informationen der
Alarmeinrichtung aus Fig. 1;

Figur 3 einen alternativen Ubertragungsweg zur Darstellung aus
Fig. 2
Figur 4 Ubermittlungsmdglichkeiten der Informationen der

Alarmeinrichtung aus Fig. 1

Figur 5 Alarmanlage mit drei Alarmeinrichtungen nach Fig. 1 und

einer Empfangstation.

Einander entsprechende oder gleiche Teile sind in den Figuren jeweils mit
gleichen Bezugszeichen versehen.

Ein bevorzugtes Ausflihrungsbeispiel der Erfindung ist in der Fig. 1 gezeigt, in
der eine Blockdarstellung einer Alarmeinrichtung 1 dargestellt ist. Die
Alarmeinrichtung 1 ist als ein batteriebetriebener Rauchmelder ausgebildet und
ist in einem Gehause 2 integriert, das zu einer Decken- oder Wandmontage
ausgebildet ist. Das Gehause 2 weist eine Aul3en- und eine Innenseite auf,
wobei die Aul3enseite flr Personen in der Umgebung der Alarmeinrichtung 1
sichtbar angeordnet ist.

Die Alarmeinrichtung 1 umfasst eine Kommunikationsschnittstelle 3 und eine
Konfigurationsschnittstelle 4, wobei die Konfigurationsschnittstelle 4 von der
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Aulienseite des Gehauses 2 zuganglich angeordnet ist. Des Weiteren umfasst
die Alarmeinrichtung 1 eine Sensoreinheit 5, eine Auswerteeinheit 6, eine
Speichereinheit 7, eine Steuereinheit 8, eine Signaleinheit 9 und einen
elektronischen Schalter 10. Die Signaleinheit 9 umfasst eine Warnleuchte und
einen Alarmtongenerator und ist an der Aulenseite des Gehduses 2 angeordnet.

Die Kommunikationsschnittstelle 3 ist als eine WLAN- Schnittstellerealisiert, die
dazu ausgebildet ist, einen Zugang und/oder eine Verbindung zwischen der
Alarmeinrichtung 1 und dem 6&ffentlichen Internet A herzustellen. Die Verbindung
kann beispielsweise Uber einen nicht-dargestellten WLAN-Router erfolgen.

In einem alternativen Ausfihrungsbeispiel der Erfindung ist die
Kommunikationsschnittstelle 3 als eine Mobilfunkschnittstelle ausgebildet, tiber
die die Verbindung zum o6ffentlichen Internet A hergestellt wird. Moglich ist auch
eine doppelte Schnittstelle, die sowohl eine Mobilfunknetz- als auch eine WLAN-
Funktion bereitstellt.

Die Steuereinheit 8 steuert den elektronischen Schalter 10 an, um eine
Stromversorgung der Alarmeinrichtung 1 mit einer Batterie zu aktivieren und

diese von einem Ruhezustand in einen Ubertragungszustand zu versetzen.

Die Konfigurationsschnittstelle 4 ist als eine USB- Schnittstelle ausgebildet und
zur Ubertragung von Ubertragungsmodalititen C geeignet. Die
Konfigurationsschnittstelle 4 ermdglicht einen Anschluss eines Rechners, mit
dem als Ubertragungsmodalititen u.a. Zieladressen B und Verbindungs- und
Verschlisselungsdaten der Internetverbindung eingestellt werden kénnen.

Die Sensoreinheit 5 ist zur Erfassung von Umgebungsparametern, die auf einen
umgebungsspezifischen Zustand D hinweisen. Zu den Umgebungsparametern
zahlt u. a. eine erh6éhte Rauchpartikelkonzentration in einer Umgebungsluft, eine
erhohte Temperatur, eine optische Emission von Flammen oder Glut, die auf
einen Brand hinweisen.

Die Alarmeinrichtung 1 erfasst Funktionsparameter, die einen
einrichtungsspezifischen Zustand E angeben. Die Funktionsparameter umfassen
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z.B. einen schwacher Batteriestatus der Alarmeinrichtung 1, der auf einen
Servicezustand hinweist.

Die Auswerteeinheit 6 ist zur Auswertung der umgebungs- und
einrichtungsspezifischen D; E Zustande ausgebildet. Sie erkennt Ereignisfalle F,
wie z.B. eine Gefahren- oder Normalsituation und/oder ob ein Wartungs- oder
Reparaturservice fur die Alarmeinrichtung 1 nétig ist.

Die Speichereinheit 7 speichert Informationen G Uber die von der
Auswerteeinheit 6 erkannten Ereignisfélle F. Die Informationen G umfassen
Alarmsignale, Entwarnungssignale und/oder Statusprotokolle. Die
Statusprotokolle weisen Signale auf, die eine Funktionsfahigkeit der
Alarmeinrichtung 1 angeben. So enthalten die Statusprotokolle z.B. Funktions-
und/oder Servicesignale der Alarmeinrichtung 1.

Wertet die Auswerteeinheit 6 einen umgebungsspezifischen Zustand aus, der auf
einen Brand hinweist, so speichert die Speichereinheit 7 ein Alarmsignal. Weist
der umgebungsspezifische Zustand auf eine Normalsituation hin, so speichert die
Speichereinheit ein Entwarnungssignal. Bei der Auswertung der
einrichtungsspezifischen Zustande, die z.B. auf einen schwachen Batteriestand
oder auf eine Beeintrachtigung der Sensoreinheit 5 durch Verschmutzung
hinweisen, speichert die Speichereinheit 7 ein Statusprotokoll mit
Servicesignalen. Dahingegen enthalt das Statusprotokoll Funktionssignale, wenn
die Alarmeinrichtung 1 in ihrer Funktion nicht beeintrachtigt ist und problemlos
arbeitet.

Die Steuereinheit 8 ist zur Ansteuerung der Signaleinheit 9 ausgebildet. Erkennt
die Auswerteeinheit 6 eine Gefahrensituation, wie z.B. eine verstarkte
Rauchentwicklung in der Umgebungsluft, so steuert die Steuereinheit 8 die
Signaleinheit 9 an, so dass die Warnleuchte aufleuchtet und der Alarmton ertont.

Die Steuereinheit 8 steuert nahezu zeitgleich zur Signaleinheit 9 die
Kommunikationsschnittstelle 3 an, um die Verbindung zum Internet A zu
aktivieren und die Informationen G an die Zieladressen B zu Ubertragen.
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Fig. 2 zeigt einen Ubertragungsweg der Informationen G der Alarmeinrichtung 1
aus Fig. 1. Die Alarmeinrichtung 1 ist Uber die Kommunikationsschnittstelle 3 mit
dem offentlichen Internet A verbunden und lbertragt die Informationen G in dem
Ereignisfall F aktiv an die konfigurierten Zieladressen B. Die Alarmeinrichtung 1
setzt dabei eine Push-Funktion um, da sie die Informationen G selbststandig an
die Zieladressen B versendet.

Fig. 3 zeigt einen alternativen Ubertragungsweg der Informationen G der
Alarmeinrichtung 1 aus Fig. 1. Die Alarmeinrichtung 1 ist Giber die
Kommunikationsschnittstelle 3 mit dem Internet A verbunden. Die Zieladressen B
rufen z.B. turnusmafdig die gespeicherten Informationen G der Alarmeinrichtung

1 ab, wobei die Alarmeinrichtung 1 selbst passiv bleibt und eine Pull-Funktion
unterstitzt. Durch die Pull-Funktion haben die Zieladressen B Zugriff auf die

Informationen G.

Fig. 4 zeigt weitere Ubermittlungsméglichkeiten der Informationen G der
Alarmeinrichtung 1 aus Fig. 1. Die Kommunikationsschnittstelle 3 ist dazu
ausgebildet, die Informationen G Uber das Internet A auf einen Server der
Zieladressen B zu Ubermitteln. Entsprechend der Konfigurationseinstellungen
werden die Informationen G als eine E-Mail H, eine SMS K und/oder ein Voice-
Mail L ausgegeben. Die E-Mail H und die SMS K werden auf einem Bildschirm
eines Computers oder eines mobilen Gerates, wie z.B. eines Mobiltelefons,
ausgegeben. Die Voice- Mail L erfolgt Uiblicherweise auf einen Telefonanschluss,
insbesondere einen Festnetzanschluss.

Fig. 5 zeigt eine Alarmanlage 11, die drei Alarmeinrichtungen 1a; 1b; 1c und eine
Empfangsstation 12 umfasst. Die Alarmeinrichtungen 1 sind tber WLAN
untereinander und mit der Empfangsstation 12 verbunden. Die Empfangsstation
12 ist als WLAN-Router ausgebildet und stellt eine Kopplung der
Alarmeinrichtungen 1 mit dem &ffentlichen Internet A her, wodurch die Push-
und/oder Pull-Funktion der Alarmeinrichtung 1 bereitgestellt wird.
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Anspriiche

1. Alarmeinrichtung (1) zur Erkennung und Mitteilung von umgebungs-

10

15

20

25

30

35

und/oder einrichtungsspezifischen Zustanden,

mit einer Kommunikationsschnittstelle (3) zur kabellosen Ubertragung von
Informationen (G) an eine oder mehrere Zieladressen (B),

dadurch gekennzeichnet, dass

die Kommunikationsschnittstelle programmtechnisch und/oder
schaltungstechnisch ausgebildet ist, einen Zugang zum o6ffentlichen
Internet (A) herzustellen und/oder aufrechtzuerhalten, um die
Informationen (G) an die eine oder mehrere Zieladressen (B) zu
ubertragen.

Alarmeinrichtung (1) nach Anspruch 1, dadurch gekennzeichnet, dass die
Alarmeinrichtung (1) als ein Rauch- und/oder Brandmelder in einem
Gehéause (2), insbesondere zur Decken- oder Wandmontage, ausgebildet
ist.

Alarmeinrichtung (1) nach Anspruch 1 oder 2, dadurch gekennzeichnet,
dass die Kommunikationsschnittstelle (3) als eine WLAN-Schnittstelle
und/oder als eine Mobilfunkschnittstelle ausgebildet ist.

Alarmeinrichtung (1) nach einem der vorhergehenden Ansprliche,
dadurch gekennzeichnet, dass die Ubertragung der Informationen (G) als
eine E-Mail (H), SMS (K) und/oder als ein Voice-Mail (L) erfolgt.

Alarmeinrichtung (1) nach einem der vorhergehenden Anspriiche,
gekennzeichnet durch eine Konfigurationsschnittstelle (4) zur
Ubermittlung von Ubertragungsmodalititen (C).

Alarmeinrichtung (1) nach einem der vorhergehenden Anspriiche,
dadurch gekennzeichnet dass die Alarmeinrichtung (1) zur aktiven
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11.

12.

-15 -

Ubermittlung der Informationen (G) an mindestens eine Zieladresse (B)
ausgebildet ist.

Alarmeinrichtung (1) nach einem der vorhergehenden Anspriche,
gekennzeichnet durch eine Speichereinheit (7) zur Speicherung der
Informationen (G), wobei die Informationen (G) von mindestens einer

Zieladresse (B) abrufbar sind und/oder abgerufen werden.

Alarmeinrichtung (1) nach einem der vorhergehenden Anspriiche,
dadurch gekennzeichnet dass die Informationen (G) Alarmsignale
und/oder Entwarnungssignale umfassen.

Alarmeinrichtung (1) nach einem der vorhergehenden Anspriche,
dadurch gekennzeichnet, dass die Informationen (G) ein oder mehrere
Statusprotokolle umfassen.

Alarmeinrichtung (1) nach Anspruch 9, dadurch gekennzeichnet, dass die
Statusprotokolle Funktions- und/oder Servicesignale der Alarmeinrichtung
(1) umfassen.

Alarmeinrichtung (1) nach einem der vorhergehenden Anspriiche,
dadurch gekennzeichnet, dass der Zugang zum o6ffentlichen Internet (A)
Uber ein Mobilfunknetz erfolgt.

Alarmanlage (11) mit mindestens einer Alarmeinrichtung (1) nach einem
der vorhergehenden Anspriiche und mit einer Empfangsstation (12),
wobei die Empfangsstation (12) eine Kopplung mit dem 6ffentlichen
Internet (A) und/oder dem Mobilfunknetz aufweist.
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15992221

Filing Date:
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Basic Filing:
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889560
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Total Files Size (in bytes){ 1955158

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 Receiving 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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Doc code: IDS PTO/SB/08a (02-18)

C . . . Approved for use through 11/30/2020. OMB 0651-0031
Doc description: Information Disclosure Statement (IDS) Filed 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 contains a valid OMB control number.

Application Number 15992221
Filing Date P018-05-30

INFORMATION DISCLOSURE

STATEMENT BY APPLICANT
( Not for submission under 37 CFR 1.99)

First Named Inventor | Yehuda Binder
Art Unit | 2456
Examiner Name | KHAN, HASSAN ABDUR-RAHMAN

Attorney Docket Number | BINDER-014-UST7

U.S.PATENTS Remove
Examiner| Cite Kind Name of Patentee or Applicant Pages,Columns,Lines where
- Patent Number Issue Date . Relevant Passages or Relevant
Initial No Code!’ of cited Document )
Figures Appear
1 7019646 B1 P006-03-28 Noel Woodard
If you wish to add additional U.S. Patent citation information please click the Add button. Add
U.S.PATENT APPLICATION PUBLICATIONS Remove
Examiner| .. Publication Kind | Publication Name of Patentee or Applicant Pages,Columns,Lines where
1w Cite No . Relevant Passages or Relevant
Initial Number Code’| Date of cited Document )
Figures Appear
1 0120112970 A1 P012-05-10 Ruben Caballero
2 P0120303150 A1 |po12-11.29  |[Mieenakshi Sundaram
Krishnaswamy

If you wish to add additional U.S. Published Application citation information please click the Add button| Add
FOREIGN PATENT DOCUMENTS Remove

Name of Patentee or Pages,Columns,Lines
where Relevant

i i 5
Applicant of cited Passages or Relevant T
Document

Figures Appear

Examiner| Cite | Foreign Document Country Kind | Publication
Initial* No | Number3 Codezj Code#| Date

If you wish to add additional Foreign Patent Document citation information please click the Add button | Add

NON-PATENT LITERATURE DOCUMENTS Remove
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INFORMATION DISCLOSURE

STATEMENT BY APPLICANT
( Not for submission under 37 CFR 1.99)

Application Number 15992221

Filing Date 2018-05-30

First Named Inventor | Yehuda Binder

Art Unit | 2456

Examiner Name | KHAN, HASSAN ABDUR-RAHMAN

Attorney Docket Number

| BINDER-014-US7

Examiner| Cite
Initials* | 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, pages(s), volume-issue humber(s),
publisher, city and/or country where published.

Ts

ages)

P-LINK User Guide TL-POE10R, PoE Spiitter, Rev. 3.0.0 Document Number — 7106503409, (Published 2010) (10

If you wish to add additional non-patent literature document citation information please click the Add button| Add

EXAMINER SIGNATURE

Examiner Signature

Date Considered |

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

1 See Kind Codes of USPTO Patent Documents at www USPTO.GOV or MPEP 901.04. 2 Enter office that issued the document, by the two-letter code (WIPO
Standard ST.3). 3 For Japanese patent documents, the indication of the year of the reign of the Emperor must precede the serial number of the patent document.
4 Kind of document by the appropriate symbols as indicated on the document under WIPO Standard ST.16 if possible. ® Applicant is to place a check mark here if|

English language translation is attached.
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Application Number 15992221

Filing Date 2018-05-30

INFORMATION DISCLOSURE

First Named Inventor |Yehuda Binder

STATEMENT BY APPLICANT

o Art Unit | 2456
( Not for submission under 37 CFR 1.99)

Examiner Name | KHAN, HASSAN ABDUR-RAHMAN

Attorney Docket Number |BINDER-014-US7

CERTIFICATION STATEMENT

Please see 37 CFR 1.97 and 1.98 to make the appropriate selection{s):

That each item of information contained in the information disclosure statement was first cited in any communication
from a foreign patent office in a counterpart foreign application not more than three months prior to the filing of the
information disclosure statement. See 37 CFR 1.97(e){(1).

OR

That no item of information contained in the information disclosure statement was cited in a communication from a
foreign patent office in a counterpart foreign application, and, to the knowledge of the person signing the certification
after making reasonable inquiry, no item of information contained in the information disclosure statement was known to

X any individual designated in 37 CFR 1.56(c) more than three months prior to the filing of the information disclosure
statement. See 37 CFR 1.97(e)(2).

See attached certification statement.
X The fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17 (p) has been submitted herewith.

A certification statement is not submitted herewith.

SIGNATURE

A signature of the applicant or representative is required in accordance with CFR 1.33, 10.18. Please see CFR 1.4(d) for the
form of the signature.

Signature IYehuda Binder/ Date (YYYY-MM-DD) 2020-09-29

Name/Print Yehuda Binder Registration Number ’73612

This collection of information is required by 37 CFR 1.97 and 1.98. 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 1 hour 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, P.O. 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.
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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 U.S. Patent and Trademark Office is to
process and/aor 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 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 record s.

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.5.C. 552a(m).

A record related to an International Application filed under the Patent Cooperation Treaty in this system of records
may he 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
hisfher 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 he 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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First Named Inventor/Applicant Name:
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Yehuda Binder/Dorit Binder

Attorney Docket Number:
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Filed as Small Entity

Filing Fees for Utility under 35 USC 111(a)
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Basic Filing:
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Extension-of-Time:
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Filer Authorized By:
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Document .. . File Size(Bytes)/ Multi Pages
Number Document Description File Name Message Digest | Part/.zip| (if appl.)
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1 Non Patent Literature TP—L|r.|k—TL—POE1OR—PoE— no 10
Splitter-Manual.pdf
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adff

Warnings:

Information:
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) Information DFlscIosuSréeOSstatement (IDS) IDS130f40land40K pdf no 4
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3 Fee Worksheet (SB06) fee-info.pdf no 2
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Warnings:
Information:
Total Files Size (in bytes){ 5558644

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 Receiving 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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Doc code: IDS PTO/SB/08a (02-18)

C . . . Approved for use through 11/30/2020. OMB 0651-0031
Doc description: Information Disclosure Statement (IDS) Filed 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 contains a valid OMB control number.

Application Number 15992221
Filing Date P018-05-30

INFORMATION DISCLOSURE

STATEMENT BY APPLICANT
( Not for submission under 37 CFR 1.99)

First Named Inventor | Yehuda Binder
Art Unit | 2456
Examiner Name | KHAN, HASSAN ABDUR-RAHMAN

Attorney Docket Number | BINDER-014-UST7

U.S.PATENTS Remove
Examiner| Cite Kind Name of Patentee or Applicant Pages,Columns,Lines where
- Patent Number Issue Date . Relevant Passages or Relevant
Initial No Code!’ of cited Document )
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U.S.PATENT APPLICATION PUBLICATIONS Remove
Examiner| .. Publication Kind | Publication Name of Patentee or Applicant Pages,Columns,Lines where
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1 20130121239 A1l P013-05-16 UJohn Alson Hicks
2 0130048319 A1 P013-02-28 William E. Glaub
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INFORMATION DISCLOSURE

STATEMENT BY APPLICANT
( Not for submission under 37 CFR 1.99)

Application Number 15992221

Filing Date 2018-05-30

First Named Inventor | Yehuda Binder

Art Unit | 2456

Examiner Name | KHAN, HASSAN ABDUR-RAHMAN

Attorney Docket Number |BINDER-014-US7

6 20090051551 A1 P009-02-26 Hai D. Pham

7 P0090042533 A1l D009-02-12 Karen D. Lontka

8 20080221715 A1l P008-09-11 Paul Krzyzanowski

9 20070262847 A1 P007-11-15 Cory L. Grabinger
10 20070169080 A1l PO07-G7-19 Larry Alan Friedman
11 20060265195 A1 P006-11-23 Jon A. Woodard

12 20050226201 A1l P005-10-13 Brian K. McMillin

13 20050154494 A1 P005-07-14 Dsman Ahmed

14 0040217857 A1l P004-11-04 Gary Lennartz

15 20010024163 A1l P001-09-27 Thomas D. Petite

If you wish to add additional U.S. Published Application citation information please click the Add button| Add
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INFORMATION DISCLOSURE

STATEMENT BY APPLICANT
( Not for submission under 37 CFR 1.99)

Application Number

15992221

Filing Date
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First Named Inventor |Yehuda Binder
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Examiner Name

| KHAN, HASSAN ABDUR-RAHMAN

Attorney Docket Number
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If you wish to add additional Foreign Patent Document citation information please click the Add button | Add
NON-PATENT LITERATURE DOCUMENTS Remove
. . Include name of the author (in CAPITAL LETTERS), title of the article (when appropriate), title of the item
Examiner| Cite S . . '
Initials* | No (book, magazine, journal, serial, symposium, catalog, etc), date, pages(s), volume-issue number(s}, TS

publisher, city and/or country where published.

If you wish to add additional non-patent literature document citation information please click the Add button| Add

EXAMINER SIGNATURE

Examiner Signature

Date Considered |

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

1 See Kind Codes of USPTO Patent Documents at www.USPTO.GOV or MPEP 801.04. 2 Enter office that issued the document, by the two-letter code (WIPO
Standard ST.3). 3 For Japanese patent documents, the indication of the year of the reign of the Emperor must precede the serial number of the patent document.
1 Kind of document by the appropriate symbols as indicated on the document under WIPO Standard ST.16 if possible. 5 Applicant is to place a check mark here if|

English language translation is attached.
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Application Number 15992221

Filing Date 2018-05-30

INFORMATION DISCLOSURE

First Named Inventor |Yehuda Binder

STATEMENT BY APPLICANT

o Art Unit | 2456
( Not for submission under 37 CFR 1.99)

Examiner Name | KHAN, HASSAN ABDUR-RAHMAN

Attorney Docket Number |BINDER-014-US7

CERTIFICATION STATEMENT

Please see 37 CFR 1.97 and 1.98 to make the appropriate selection{s):

That each item of information contained in the information disclosure statement was first cited in any communication
from a foreign patent office in a counterpart foreign application not more than three months prior to the filing of the
information disclosure statement. See 37 CFR 1.97(e){(1).

OR

That no item of information contained in the information disclosure statement was cited in a communication from a
foreign patent office in a counterpart foreign application, and, to the knowledge of the person signing the certification
after making reasonable inquiry, no item of information contained in the information disclosure statement was known to

[ ] any individual designated in 37 CFR 1.56(c) more than three months prior to the filing of the information disclosure
statement. See 37 CFR 1.97(e)(2).

See attached certification statement.
X The fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17 (p) has been submitted herewith.

A certification statement is not submitted herewith.

SIGNATURE

A signature of the applicant or representative is required in accordance with CFR 1.33, 10.18. Please see CFR 1.4(d) for the
form of the signature.

Signature IYehuda Binder/ Date (YYYY-MM-DD) 2020-05-26

Name/Print Yehuda Binder Registration Number ’73612

This collection of information is required by 37 CFR 1.97 and 1.98. 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 1 hour 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, P.O. 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.
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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 U.S. Patent and Trademark Office is to
process and/aor 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 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 record s.

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.5.C. 552a(m).

A record related to an International Application filed under the Patent Cooperation Treaty in this system of records
may he 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
hisfher 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 he 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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Electronic Patent Application Fee Transmittal

Application Number:

15992221

Filing Date:

30-May-2018

Title of Invention:

SYSTEM AND METHOD FOR SERVER BASED CONTROL

First Named Inventor/Applicant Name:

Yehuda BINDER

Filer:

Yehuda Binder/Dorit Binder

Attorney Docket Number:

BINDER-014-US7

Filed as Small Entity

Filing Fees for Utility under 35 USC 111(a)

Description Fee Code Quantity Amount SUB—JS:;)I in
Basic Filing:
Pages:
Claims:

Miscellaneous-Filing:

Petition:

Patent-Appeals-and-Interference:

Post-Allowance-and-Post-Issuance:

Extension-of-Time:
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Description

Fee Code

Quantity

Amount

Sub-Total in
USD(S)

Miscellaneous:

SUBMISSION- INFORMATION DISCLOSURE STMT

2806

120

120

Total in USD ($)

120
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Electronic Acknowledgement Receipt

EFS ID: 39529534
Application Number: 15992221
International Application Number:
Confirmation Number: 8906

Title of Invention:

SYSTEM AND METHOD FOR SERVER BASED CONTROL

First Named Inventor/Applicant Name:

Yehuda BINDER

Customer Number:

131926

Filer:

Yehuda Binder/Dorit Binder

Filer Authorized By:

Yehuda Binder

Attorney Docket Number:

BINDER-014-US7

Receipt Date: 26-MAY-2020
Filing Date: 30-MAY-2018
Time Stamp: 09:45:50

Application Type:

Utility under 35 USC 111(a)

Payment information:

Submitted with Payment yes

Payment Type DA

Payment was successfully received in RAM $120

RAM confirmation Number E20205P046096318

Deposit Account

Authorized User

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

Amazon EX1003 Page 301




File Listing:

Document .. . File Size(Bytes)/ Multi Pages
Document Description File Name . . .
Number Message Digest | Part/.zip| (if appl.)
1035076
1 Information D;sclos%rgoztatement (IDS) IDS1 2-0f-40J.pdf no 5
orm ( ) 5106592bbe3d86190cc52faB2036¢7ffeb08
9937
Warnings:
Information:
30082
2 Fee Worksheet (SB06) fee-info.pdf no 2
2f5c2e803cb28412663a080c677267c5 1 cff|
36
Warnings:
Information:
Total Files Size (in bytes){ 1065158

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 Receiving 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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Doc code: IDS
Doc description: Information Disclosure Statement (IDS) Filed

PTO/SB/08a (02-18)

Approved for use through 11/30/2020. 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 contains a valid OMB control number.

INFORMATION DISCLOSURE

STATEMENT BY APPLICANT
( Not for submission under 37 CFR 1.99)

Application Number 15992221

Filing Date

P018-05-30

First Named Inventor | Yehuda Binder

Art Unit

|2456

Examiner Name

| KHAN, HASSAN ABDUR-RAHMAN

Attorney Docket Number

| BINDER-014-UST

U.S.PATENTS Remove
Examiner| Cite Kind Name of Patentee or Applicant Pages,Columns,Lines where
- Patent Number Issue Date . Relevant Passages or Relevant
Initial No Code? of cited Document )
Figures Appear
1 B615374 B1 P013-12-24 Frederick M. Discenzo
2 p472656 A 1984-09-18 [CORNELIS FRANX
3 8244405 B2 P012-08-14 Imin Kao
4 5696879 A 1997-12-09 TROY L. CLINE
5 5077512 A 1991-12-31  |HAROLD J. WEBER

If you wish to add additional U.S. Paten

t citatiol

n information please click the Add button.

Add

U_S.PATENT APPLICATION PUBLICATIONS Remove
Examiner| .. Publication Kind | Publication Name of Patentee or Applicant Pages,Columns,Lines where
e Cite No . Relevant Passages or Relevant
Initial Number Code| Date of cited Document )
Figures Appear
1 20100281884 A1 PG10-11-11 ohn Myron Rawski
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Application Number 15992221

Filing Date 2018-05-30

INFORMATION DISCLOSURE

First Named Inventor |Yehuda Binder

STATEMENT BY APPLICANT - |2456

( Not for submission under 37 CFR 1.99)
Examiner Name | KHAN, HASSAN ABDUR-RAHMAN

Attorney Docket Number |BINDER-014-US7

2 20120190292 A1 P012-07-26 Plan James Skrepcinski
3 0080291036 A1 PO08-11-27 Robert Charles Richmend
4 0150222852 A1l P015-08-06 Ronald Carter

5 0100187832 Al P010-07-29 Scott T. Holland

6 0090189981 A1l PO09-07-30 Jon Siann

7 0130151200 Al P013-06-13 Siew Kok Hui

8 0100039253 A1l P010-02-18 SHIHUA ZANG

9 0110047874 Al P011-03-03 Scott B. Lowder

10 0090033522 A1 P009-02-05 Peter Nils Skillman

11 20180242859 A1l P018-08-30 Bteven Francis LeBoeuf
12 0110282168 A1l P011-11-17 Alan Robert Weiss
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Application Number 15992221

Filing Date 2018-05-30

INFORMATION DISCLOSURE

First Named Inventor |Yehuda Binder

STATEMENT BY APPLICANT - |2456

( Not for submission under 37 CFR 1.99)
Examiner Name | KHAN, HASSAN ABDUR-RAHMAN

Attorney Docket Number |BINDER-014-US7

13 20130211858 A1 P013-08-15 Peter Ohnemus

14 P0100195601 A1l D010-08-05 Yan Zhang

15 20120265026 A1l P012-10-08 Mchammad Shenasa
16 20020112726 A1 P002-08-22 Matthew F. Schmidt
17 0060206155 A1l P006-09-14 Tamir Ben-David

18 20110050216 A1 P011-03-03 Robert Thomas STONE
19 0090105605 A1l P009-04-23 Marcio Marc Abreu
20 20120179067 A1 P012-07-12 William Oren Wekell
21 20120130203 A1l P012-05-24 Btergios STERGIOU
22 20110034912 A1l P011-02-10 Bassel de Graff

23 P0070208390 A1l P007-09-06 Jeffrey A. Von Arx
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Application Number 15992221
Filing Date 2018-05-30

INFORMATION DISCLOSURE

STATEMENT BY APPLICANT
( Not for submission under 37 CFR 1.99)

First Named Inventor | Yehuda Binder

Art Unit | 2456

Examiner Name | KHAN, HASSAN ABDUR-RAHMAN
Attorney Docket Number | BINDER-014-US7

24 20090005720 A1 P009-01-01 | ev Ludin

Fugenio Johannes Wilhelmus van

25 0100100004 A1 D010-04-22
Someren

If you wish to add additional U.S. Published Application citation information please click the Add button| Add

FOREIGN PATENT DOCUMENTS Remove

Name of Patentee or Pages,Columns Lines
Examiner| Cite | Foreign Document Country Kind | Publication Aoblicant of cited where Relevant Ts
Initial* Neo | Number3 Code?j Code#| Date R Passages or Relevant

Document Figures Appear

If you wish to add additional Foreign Patent Document citation information please click the Add button | Add

NON-PATENT LITERATURE DOCUMENTS Remove

Include name of the author {in CAPITAL LETTERS), title of the article (when appropriate), title of the item
(book, magazine, journal, serial, symposium, catalog, etc), date, pages(s), volume-issue number(s}, T5
publisher, city and/or country where published.

Examiner| Cite
Initials* | No

If you wish to add additional non-patent literature document citation information please click the Add button| Add

EXAMINER SIGNATURE

Examiner Signature Date Considered |

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

1 See Kind Codes of USPTO Patent Documents at www.USPTO.GOV or MPEP 901.04. 2 Enter office that issued the document, by the two-letter code (WIPO

Standard ST.3). 3 For Japanese patent documents, the indication of the year of the reign of the Emperor must precede the serial number of the patent document.
4 Kind of document by the appropriate symbols as indicated on the document under WIPO Standard ST.16 if possible. ® Applicant is to place a check mark here if|
English language translation is attached.

EFS Web 2.1.18

Amazon EX1003 Page 306



Application Number 15992221

Filing Date 2018-05-30

INFORMATION DISCLOSURE

First Named Inventor |Yehuda Binder

STATEMENT BY APPLICANT

o Art Unit | 2456
( Not for submission under 37 CFR 1.99)

Examiner Name | KHAN, HASSAN ABDUR-RAHMAN

Attorney Docket Number |BINDER-014-US7

CERTIFICATION STATEMENT

Please see 37 CFR 1.97 and 1.98 to make the appropriate selection{s):

That each item of information contained in the information disclosure statement was first cited in any communication
from a foreign patent office in a counterpart foreign application not more than three months prior to the filing of the
information disclosure statement. See 37 CFR 1.97(e){(1).

OR

That no item of information contained in the information disclosure statement was cited in a communication from a
foreign patent office in a counterpart foreign application, and, to the knowledge of the person signing the certification
after making reasonable inquiry, no item of information contained in the information disclosure statement was known to

[ ] any individual designated in 37 CFR 1.56(c) more than three months prior to the filing of the information disclosure
statement. See 37 CFR 1.97(e)(2).

See attached certification statement.
X The fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17 (p) has been submitted herewith.

X A certification statement is not submitted herewith.

SIGNATURE

A signature of the applicant or representative is required in accordance with CFR 1.33, 10.18. Please see CFR 1.4(d) for the
form of the signature.

Signature IYehuda Binder/ Date (YYYY-MM-DD) 2020-03-08

Name/Print Yehuda Binder Registration Number ’73612

This collection of information is required by 37 CFR 1.97 and 1.98. 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 1 hour 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, P.O. 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.
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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 U.S. Patent and Trademark Office is to
process and/aor 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 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 record s.

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.5.C. 552a(m).

A record related to an International Application filed under the Patent Cooperation Treaty in this system of records
may he 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
hisfher 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 he 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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Electronic Patent Application Fee Transmittal

Application Number:

15992221

Filing Date:

30-May-2018

Title of Invention:

SYSTEM AND METHOD FOR SERVER BASED CONTROL

First Named Inventor/Applicant Name:

Yehuda BINDER

Filer:

Yehuda Binder/Dorit Binder

Attorney Docket Number:

BINDER-014-US7

Filed as Small Entity

Filing Fees for Utility under 35 USC 111(a)

Description Fee Code Quantity Amount SUB—JS:;)I in
Basic Filing:
Pages:
Claims:

Miscellaneous-Filing:

Petition:

Patent-Appeals-and-Interference:

Post-Allowance-and-Post-Issuance:

Extension-of-Time:
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Description

Fee Code

Quantity

Amount

Sub-Total in
USD(S)

Miscellaneous:

SUBMISSION- INFORMATION DISCLOSURE STMT

2806

120

120

Total in USD ($)

120
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Electronic Acknowledgement Receipt

EFS ID: 38855118
Application Number: 15992221
International Application Number:
Confirmation Number: 8906

Title of Invention:

SYSTEM AND METHOD FOR SERVER BASED CONTROL

First Named Inventor/Applicant Name:

Yehuda BINDER

Customer Number:

131926

Filer:

Yehuda Binder/Dorit Binder

Filer Authorized By:

Yehuda Binder

Attorney Docket Number:

BINDER-014-US7

Receipt Date: 13-MAR-2020
Filing Date: 30-MAY-2018
Time Stamp: 07:14:04

Application Type:

Utility under 35 USC 111(a)

Payment information:

Submitted with Payment yes

Payment Type DA

Payment was successfully received in RAM $120

RAM confirmation Number E20203C814259722

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
Document Description File Name . . .
Number Message Digest | Part/.zip| (if appl.)
1035688
Information Disclosure Statement (IDS)
1 IDS11.pdf no 6
Form (SBOS) 8a814b3ebd0063e2cc456eb4e0al9155754)
492al1
Warnings:
Information:
30074
2 Fee Worksheet (SB06) fee-info.pdf no 2
ba7915587c8454955611452ed8fd656738d|
Warnings:
Information:
Total Files Size (in bytes){ 1065762

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 Receiving 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 COMMERCE
United States Patent and Trademark Office
Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS

P.O. Box 1450

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450

WWW.uspto.gov

| APPLICATION NO. | FILING DATE FIRST NAMED INVENTOR | ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. |  CONFIRMATION NO.
15/992,221 05/30/2018 Yehuda BINDER BINDER-014-US7 8906
131926 7590 ‘ 02/25/2020 | XAMINER
May Patents Ltd. ¢/o Dorit Shem-Tov
P.O.B 7230 KHAN, HASSAN ABDUR-RAHMAN
Ramat-Gan, 5217102
ISRAFEL | ART UNIT | PAPER NUMBER
2456
| MAIL DATE | DELIVERY MODE
02/25/2020 PAPER

Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding.

The time period for reply, if any, is set in the attached communication.

PTOL-90A (Rev. 04/07)
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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD

Ex parte YEHUDA BINDER ET AL.

Appeal 2020-002710
Application 15/992,221
Technology Center 2400

APPEAL DOCKETING NOTICE

The Patent Trial and Appeal Board received the appeal in the above-identified application from the
Technology Center on February 25, 2020, and has assigned it the appeal number indicated above.

The recipient of this notice is reminded of its ongoing duty, within 20 days of any change during the
proceeding, to update its mandatory notices to identify the real party-in-interest and each judicial or
administrative proceeding that could affect, or be affected by, the Board proceeding. 37 C.F.R. § 41.8. For
example, another docketed appeal in a related application may have the potential to affect, or be affected
by, the Board proceeding.

In all future communications regarding this appeal, please include both the application number and the
appeal number. Telephone inquiries can be made by calling 571-272-9797 and referencing the appeal
number listed above. The mailing address for the Board is:

PATENT TRIAL and APPEAL BOARD
UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
P.O. BOX 1450
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22313-1450
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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEALS BOARD (PTAB)

ATTY.'S DOCKET: BINDER-014-US7

In re Application of: Confirmation No. 8906

Yehuda BINDER Art Unit: 2456

Filed: May 30, 2018

)

)

)

)

Appln. No.: 15/992,221 ) Examiner: Khan, Hassan Abdu

)

) Washington, D.C.

)

For: SYSTEM AND METHOD FOR
SERVER BASED CONTROL ) February 24, 2020

Mail Stop Appeal Brief - Patents
Honorable Commissioner for Patents
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office
P.O. Box 1450

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450

Dear Honorable Commissioner:

Reply to Examiner Answer

Appellant submits this reply to the Board of Patent Appeals
and Interferences response to the Examiner’s Answer (“Answer”)
dated February 18, 2020 on appeal from the decision of the
Examiner of Group Art Unit 2456 dated October 31, 2019, non-
finally rejecting claims 1-64 wunder 35 U.S.C. 102(b) and
103 (a) [hereinafter ‘Action’ or ‘Final action’], after a

prosecution reopening.
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Appln. No. 15/992,221
Reply Brief

Regarding Argument #1: Improper rejection — Unclear conclusory

rejection

The Appellant repeats that the Action is unclear,
and 1in particular it is not clear which elements 1in the
Sharood reference are equated to the recited elements in the
claims, as required by the rules 1in general, and 1in an

anticipation rejection in particular.

Argument #2: Improper picking and choosing

Regarding (a) and (b) - The Answer fails to address
these arguments. The Appellant repeats that the Action
improperly combines features from the retrofit plug 125 and
the appliance 130, which are described as different and

distinct entities in the Sharood reference.

Regarding (c¢) - First, the Answer seems to admit
that the retrofit plug 125 and the appliance 130 are different
and distinct entities in the Sharood reference. Second, the
Answer seems to be based on Figure 6b, which only discloses
the plug 125 without the appliance 130, and not any
combination thereof as stated in the Answer. Third, the Answer
states that the Sharood reference teaches the “working
combination” of the plug 125 and the appliance 130, since ‘the
retrofit plug 125 allows control of the appliance’. It 1is
respectfully submitted that even 1f the two devices works
together or one controls the other it does NOT render them a
single device in general, and in a single enclosure as recited

in claim 1 in particular.

Argument #3: The Sharood reference fails to disclose the

limitations of “a current sensor coupled to the AC connector

for measuring an AC current consumed by the appliance; ..
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wherein the current sensor is coupled to the wireless

transceiver for transmitting digital data in response to the

measured AC current to the wireless network.”.

The Appellant repeats that the c¢ited ‘“monitoring’ is
distinct from the recited ‘measuring’. The block name ‘measure
and transmit circuit 620’ is just a general name, and does not
describe the actual functionality, and in particular does not

teach actual current measuring.

Claim 6.

Argument #4: The Sharood reference fails to disclose the

limitations of “.. the appliance comprises a dishwasher, a food

blender, a beverage maker, or a coffeemaker.”.

Regarding (a) - The Answer states that “the claims
are just claiming other appliances without specifying their
functionality” - It is respectfully submitted that the
functionality of ‘dishwasher’, ‘food blender’ and the other
recited appliances 1is known and clear to a person in the art.
Further, the Answer in this part (a), in part (b) states that
“the claims are just claiming other appliances ..”, hence seems

to admit that the recited appliances are not disclosed in the

Sharood reference.

Regarding (b) - The Answer 1s based on that “The
claims and arguments do not further define how the appliances
are different from Sharood et al.’s home appliances 1in terms
of consuming power .. and 1in term of being monitored and
controlled remotely, ..”. This argument is not clear. The fact
that a device shares some functionalities with another device
does not render any obviousness in general, and any

anticipation in particular.

Amazon EX1003 Page 317



Appln. No. 15/992,221
Reply Brief

Claims 9, 10, 32, 33, 34, 36, 55, and 57.

Argument #5: Improper picking and choosing

Regarding (a) - First, the Answer seems to agree
that the rejection is based on the Retrofit Damper 900 that is
different from the retrofit plug 125 relied upon in claim 1
rejection. Second, the Answer that that “Similar to the
Retrofit Plug, the damper 900 for smart HVAC control .. measure
and transmits sensor data ..” (Emphasis added). The fact that
two devices share some functionalities does not render any
obviousness 1in general, and any anticipation in particular.
Further, ‘similarity’ 1is not applicable in an anticipation

rejection.

Regarding (b) - The Answer 1is based on that “The
claims and arguments do not further define how the appliances
are different from Sharood et al.’s home appliances 1in terms
of consuming power .. and 1in term of being monitored and
controlled remotely, ..”. This argument is not clear. The fact
that a device shares some functionalities with another device
does not render any obviousness in general, and any

anticipation in particular.

Claim 34.

Argument #6: Recited limitation not taught by the Sharood

reference

The Answer states that “The rejection .. states that
the claimed temperature sensor 1is similar to the temperature
sensor 1060 ..” (Emphasis added). It is noted that ‘similarity’
is not applicable in a rejection in general, and in an

anticipation rejection in particular.
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Further, the Answer states that “The c¢laims and
arguments are claiming variations without specifying their
indifference functionality to the cited temperature sensor”
(Emphasis added). It 1is respectfully submitted that no rules
are known to the Appellant, and no such rules are cited by the
Answer, requiring any ‘specifying of indifference
functionality’, 1in particular in an anticipation rejection.

Further, the claim clearly defines different structure.

Argument #7: Improper picking and choosing

Regarding (a) - First, the Answer seems to agree
that the rejection is based on the Retrofit Damper 900 that is
different from the retrofit plug 125 relied upon in claim 1

rejection. Second, the Answer that that “Similar to the
Retrofit Plug, the damper 900 .. measure and transmits sensor
data ..” (Emphasis added). The fact that two devices share some

functionalities does not render any obviousness 1in general,
and any anticipation in particular. Further, ‘similarity’ is

not applicable in an anticipation rejection.

Regarding (b) - The Answer states that “The claims
and arguments do not further define how the appliances are
different from Sharood et al.’s home appliances in terms of

V4

consuming power (Emphasis added). It 1s respectfully
submitted that no rules are known to the Appellant, and no
such rules are cited by the Answer, requiring any ‘defining of
different functionality’, in particular in an anticipation

rejection. Further, the claim clearly defines different

structure and functionality.

Claim 36.
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Argument #8: Improper picking and choosing

Regarding (a) - First, the Answer seems to agree
that the rejection is based on the Retrofit Damper 900 that is
different from the retrofit plug 125 relied upon in claim 1

rejection. Second, the Answer that that “Similar to the
Retrofit Plug, the damper 900 .. measures and transmits sensor
data ..” (Emphasis added). The fact that two devices share some

functionalities does not render any obviousness 1in general,
and any anticipation in particular. Further, ‘similarity’ is
not applicable in an anticipation rejection.

The Answer states that “The arguments do not
differentiate between these combinations w7 It is
respectfully submitted that the burden is on the Examiner to
show that it is the same embodiment in an anticipation

rejection.

Regarding (b) — The Answer states that “The c¢laims and
arguments do not further define how the appliances are
different from Sharood et al.’s home appliances in terms of

V4

consuming power (Emphasis added). It 1s respectfully
submitted that no rules are known to the Appellant, and no
such rules are cited by the Answer, requiring any ‘defining of
different functionality’, in particular 1in an anticipation
rejection. Further, the claim clearly defines different

structure and functionality.

Claim 54.

Arqument #9: Improper rejection

Regarding (a) - The c¢laim and the arguments relate
to the recited ‘actuator’, while the Answer is focused on the

‘power switching device’.
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Regarding (b) — The claimed actuator is in the
claimed device, while the cited paragraphs relate to switching
a functionality 1in the appliance that 1s external to the

equated retrofit plug.

Claim 55.

Argument #10: Improper picking and choosing

Regarding (a) - First, the Answer seems to agree
that the rejection is based on the Retrofit Damper 900 that is

different from the retrofit plug 125 relied upon in claim 1

rejection. Second, the Answer that that “Similar to the
Retrofit Plug, the damper 900 .. measures and transmits sensor
data ..” (Emphasis added). The fact that two devices share some

functionalities does not render any obviousness 1in general,
and any anticipation in particular. Further, ‘similarity’ 1is
not applicable in an anticipation rejection.

Third, the Answer states that “The arguments do not
differentiate between these combinations AN It is
respectfully submitted that no rules are known to the
Appellant, and no such rules are cited by the Answer,
requiring any ‘differentiating between embodiments’, in
particular in an anticipation rejection. It 1is respectfully
submitted that the burden is on the Examiner to show that it
is the same embodiment in an anticipation rejection.
Furthermore, the claim clearly defines different structure and

functionality.
Regarding (b) - The Answer states that “The claims

and arguments do not further define how the appliances are

different from Sharood et al.’s home appliances in terms of
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consuming power ..” (Emphasis added). It 1s respectfully
submitted that no rules are known to the Appellant, and no
such rules are cited by the Answer, requiring any ‘defining of
different functionality’, in particular in an anticipation

rejection. Further, the claim clearly defines different

structure and functionality.

Claim 56.

Argument #11: Improper picking and choosing

The Answer states that “The claims and arguments do
not further define how the actuators are any different ..”
(Emphasis added). It is respectfully submitted that no rules
are known to the Appellant, and no such rules are cited by the
Answer, requiring any ‘defining of different functionality’,
in particular in an anticipation rejection. Further, the claim

clearly defines different structure and functionality.

Claim 57.

Argument #12: Improper picking and choosing

Regarding (a) - First, the Answer seems to agree
that the rejection is based on the Retrofit Damper 900 that is
different from the retrofit plug 125 relied upon in claim 1

rejection. Second, the Answer that that “Similar to the
Retrofit Plug, the damper 900 .. measures and transmits sensor
data ..” (Emphasis added). The fact that two devices share some

functionalities does not render any obviousness 1in general,
and any anticipation in particular. Further, ‘similarity’ is

not applicable in an anticipation rejection.
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Regarding (b) - The Answer states that “The claims
and arguments do not further define how the appliances are
different from Sharood et al.’s home appliances in terms of

V4

consuming power (Emphasis added). It 1s respectfully
submitted that no rules are known to the Appellant, and no
such rules are cited by the Answer, requiring any ‘defining of
different functionality’, 1in particular in an anticipation

rejection. Further, the claim clearly defines different

structure and functionality.

Argument #14: Non-analogous references.

According to the Answer, the Sharood reference is in
the field of “a monitoring device connected to an appliance
that connects with the power supply and wireless transceiver”,
while the Legaspi reference 1is 1in the field of “systems and
methods for automatically disabling appliances using wireless
transceiver upon occurrence of a safety event”. Since the
Answer itself provides two different field definitions, the

reference are not analogous.

Argument #15: Improper rejection — Unclear conclusory

rejection.

The Answer does not address the arguments raised in

the appeal brief, and only repeats the response to Argument
#14. It 1is respectfully requested that the sustaining of the
rejection by the PTAB of this claim should thus be considered

as a new ground.

Regarding claim 8

Argument #16: Improper rationale for combination of the

Sharood and Legaspi references.
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Regarding (a) - The Answer does not address the
arguments raised 1in the appeal brief, and only repeats the
response to Argument #14. It is respectfully requested that
the sustaining of the rejection by the PTAB of this claim

should thus be considered as a new ground.

Regarding (b) - The Answer does not address the
arguments raised 1in the appeal brief, and only repeats the
response to Argument #14. It 1is respectfully requested that
the sustaining of the rejection by the PTAB of this claim

should thus be considered as a new ground.

Regarding claim 11

Argument #17: Improper rationale for combination of the

Sharood and Legaspi references.

The Answer does not address the arguments raised in
the appeal brief, and only repeats the response to Argument
#14. It is respectfully requested that the sustaining of the
rejection by the PTAB of this claim should thus be considered

as a new ground.

Regarding claim 20

Argument #18: Improper rationale for combination of the

Sharood and Legaspi references.

Regarding (a) - The Answer does not address the
arguments raised 1in the appeal brief, and only repeats the
response to Argument #14. It is respectfully requested that
the sustaining of the rejection by the PTAB of this claim

should thus be considered as a new ground.
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Regarding (b) - The Answer does not address the
arguments raised 1in the appeal brief, and only repeats the
response to Argument #14. It is respectfully requested that
the sustaining of the rejection by the PTAB of this claim

should thus be considered as a new ground.

Regarding (c¢) — The Answer does not address the
arguments raised 1in the appeal brief, and only repeats the
response to Argument #14. It 1is respectfully requested that
the sustaining of the rejection by the PTAB of this claim

should thus be considered as a new ground.

Regarding claim 21

Argument #19: Improper rationale for combination of the

Sharood and Legaspi references.

The Answer does not address the arguments raised in
the appeal brief, and only repeats the response to Argument
#14 and the rejection in the Action. It is respectfully
requested that the sustaining of the rejection by the PTAB of

this claim should thus be considered as a new ground.

Regarding claim 23

Argument #20: Improper rationale for combination of the

Sharood and Legaspi references.

The Answer does not address the arguments raised in
the appeal brief, and only repeats the response to Argument
#14 and the rejection in the Action. It 1is respectfully
requested that the sustaining of the rejection by the PTAB of

this claim should thus be considered as a new ground.
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Regarding claim 24

Argument #21: Improper rationale for combination of the

Sharood and Legaspi references.

The Answer does not address the arguments raised in
the appeal brief, and only repeats the response to Argument
#14 and the rejection in the Action. It is respectfully
requested that the sustaining of the rejection by the PTAB of

this claim should thus be considered as a new ground.

Argument #22: Improper rationale for combination of the

Sharood and Legaspi references.

The Answer does not address the arguments raised in
the appeal brief, and only repeats the response to Argument
#14 and the rejection in the Action. It is respectfully
requested that the sustaining of the rejection by the PTAB of

this claim should thus be considered as a new ground.

Argument #23: Non-analogous references.

The Answer only discuss the analogousness of the
Sharood and Legaspi references, but fails to explain why the
Sharood and Rada references are analogous. It 1is noted that
the Rada reference is not in the field of “a monitoring device
connected to an appliance that connects with the power supply
and wireless transceiver” as defined for the Sharood

reference.

Regarding claim 22

Argument #24: Improper rationale for combination of the

Sharood and Rada references.
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Regarding (a) - The Answer does not address the
arguments raised in the appeal brief, and only discusses the
analogousness of the Sharood and Legaspi references. It is
respectfully requested that the sustaining of the rejection by
the PTAB of this c¢laim should thus be considered as a new

ground.

Regarding (b) - The Answer does not address the
arguments raised in the appeal brief, and only discusses the
analogousness of the Sharood and Legaspi references, copied
from part (a), and repeats the rejection as in the Action. It
is respectfully requested that the sustaining of the rejection
by the PTAB of this claim should thus be considered as a new

ground.

Regarding claim 24

Argument #25: Improper rationale for combination of the

Sharood and Rada references.

Regarding (a) - The Answer does not address the
arguments raised in the appeal brief, and only discusses the
analogousness of the Sharood and Legaspi references, and
repeats the rejection as 1in the Action. It 1is respectfully
requested that the sustaining of the rejection by the PTAB of

this claim should thus be considered as a new ground.

Regarding (b) - The Answer does not address the
arguments raised in the appeal brief, and only discusses the
analogousness of the Sharood and Legaspi references, and
repeats the rejection as in the Action. It 1is respectfully
requested that the sustaining of the rejection by the PTAB of

this claim should thus be considered as a new ground.
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Claims 25-28, 30-31, 35, and 37

Argument #26: Non-analogous references.

According to the Answer, the Sharood reference is in
the field of “a monitoring device connected to an appliance
that connects with the power supply and wireless transceiver”,
while the Kiko reference is in the field of “a RF interface to
add 1in various different types of wireless broadband access
technologies to gain access to remote nodes”. Since the Answer
itself provides two different field definitions, the reference
are not analogous. Further, clearly the Kiko reference is NOT
in the field of “a monitoring device connected to an appliance

that connects with the power supply and wireless transceiver”.

Argument #27: Improper rationale for combination of the

Sharood and Kiko references.

Regarding (a) — The Answer does not address the
arguments raised in the Appeal Brief, and only discusses the
analogousness of the Sharood and Kiko references, copied from
the response to Argument #26, and repeats the rejection as in
the Action. It 1is respectfully requested that the sustaining
of the rejection by the PTAB of this c¢laim should thus be

considered as a new ground.

Regarding (b) - The Answer does not address the
arguments raised in the Appeal Brief, and only copy the

response to part (a).

Regarding (c¢) — The Answer does not address the
arguments raised 1in the Appeal Brief, and only copy the

response to part (a).
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Claim 35.

Argument #28: Improper rationale for combination of the

Sharood and Kiko references.

The Answer does not address the arguments raised in
the Appeal Brief, and only discusses the analogousness of the
Sharood and Kiko references, copied from the response to
Argument #26, and repeats the rejection as in the Action. It
is respectfully requested that the sustaining of the rejection
by the PTAB of this c¢laim should thus be considered as a new

ground.

Claim 37.

Argument #29: Improper combination of the Sharood and Kiko

references.

The Answer does not address the arguments raised in
the Appeal Brief, and only discusses the analogousness of the
Sharood and Kiko references, copied from the response to
Argument #26, and repeats the rejection as in the Action. It
is respectfully requested that the sustaining of the rejection
by the PTAB of this claim should thus be considered as a new

ground.

Argument #30: Improper rationale for combination of the

Sharood and Kiko references.

The Answer does not address the arguments raised in
the Appeal Brief, and only discusses the analogousness of the
Sharood and Kiko references, copied from the response to
Argument #26, and repeats the rejection as in the Action. It

is respectfully requested that the sustaining of the rejection
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by the PTAB of this claim should thus be considered as a new

ground.

Claims 38-40, 42-43, and 47-50

Argument #31: Non-analogous references.

According to the Answer, the Sharood reference is in
the field of “a monitoring device connected to an appliance
that connects with the power supply and wireless transceiver”,
while the Hendrickson reference is in the field of “sensors
and consumer accessory devices that supplements functionality
of appliance”. Since the Answer itself provides two different
field definitions, the reference are not analogous. Further,
clearly the Hendrickson reference is NOT in the field of “a
monitoring device connected to an appliance that connects with
the power supply and wireless transceiver”, as defined for the

Sharood reference that servers as the primary reference.

Argument #32: Improper rationale for combination of the

Sharood and Hendrickson references.

Regarding (a) - The Answer does not address the
arguments raised in the Appeal Brief, and only discusses the
analogousness of the Sharood and Hendrickson references,
copied from the response to Argument #31, and repeats the
rejection as in the Action. It 1is respectfully requested that
the sustaining of the rejection by the PTAB of this c¢laim

should thus be considered as a new ground.
Regarding (b) - The Answer does not address the

arguments raised in the Appeal Brief, and only copy the

response to part (a).
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Regarding (c¢) — The Answer does not address the
arguments raised in the Appeal Brief, and only copy the

response to part (a).

Claims 43, 48 and 50

Argument #33: Improper rationale

The Answer does not address the arguments raised in

the Appeal Brief, and only copy the response to argument #31.

Claim 41

Argument #34: Non—-analogous references.

According to the Answer, the Sharood reference is in
the field of “a monitoring device connected to an appliance
that connects with the power supply and wireless transceiver”,
while the Mehta reference is 1in the field of “adding a wide
array of chemical, biological and nuclear sensors for sensing
and analyzing properties, conditions, and substances present
within an environment, and generating alerts for public
safety” . Since the Answer itself provides two different field
definitions, the reference are not analogous. Further, clearly
the Mehta reference is NOT in the field of “a monitoring
device connected to an appliance that connects with the power
supply and wireless transceiver”, as defined for the Sharood

reference that servers as the primary reference.

Argument #35: Improper rationale for combination of the

Sharood and Mehta references.

Regarding (a) - The Answer does not address the
arguments raised in the Appeal Brief, and only discusses the

analogousness of the Sharood and Mehta references, copied from
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the response to Argument #34, and repeats the rejection as in
the Action. It 1is respectfully requested that the sustaining
of the rejection by the PTAB of this claim should thus be

considered as a new ground.

Regarding (b) - The Answer does not address the
arguments raised in the Appeal Brief, and only copy the

response to part (a).
Regarding (c¢) - The Answer does not address the
arguments raised 1in the Appeal Brief, and only copy the

response to part (a).

Claims 44-46

Argument #36: Improper rationale for combination of the

Sharood and Kiko references.

Regarding (a) — The Answer does not address the
arguments raised in the Appeal Brief, and only discusses the
analogousness of the Sharood and Kiko references, copied from
the response to Argument #26, and repeats the rejection as in
the Action. It 1is respectfully requested that the sustaining
of the rejection by the PTAB of this c¢laim should thus be

considered as a new ground.

Regarding (b) - The Answer does not address the
arguments raised in the Appeal Brief, and only copy the

response to part (a).

Regarding (c¢) — The Answer does not address the
arguments raised 1in the Appeal Brief, and only copy the

response to part (a).
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Regarding (d) - The Answer does not address the
arguments raised in the Appeal Brief, and only copy the

response to part (a).

Claims 61, 63 and 64

Argument #37: Non-analogous references.

According to the Answer, the Sharood reference is in
the field of “a monitoring device connected to an appliance
that connects with the power supply and wireless transceiver”,
while the Ansari reference is in the field of “adding network
services (such as assigning unique network addresses) to
expose the presence and functionalities of one or more
associated endpoint devices to local and/or remote presence
and networking message servers or other devices via a wide
area network”. Since the Answer itself provides two different
field definitions, the reference are not analogous. Further,
clearly the Ansari reference is NOT in the field of “a
monitoring device connected to an appliance that connects with
the power supply and wireless transceiver”, as defined for the

Sharood reference that servers as the primary reference.

Argument #38: Improper rationale for combination of the

Sharood and Ansari references.

Regarding (a) — The Answer does not address the
arguments raised in the Appeal Brief, and only discusses the
analogousness of the Sharood and Ansari references, copied
from the response to Argument #37, and repeats the rejection
as 1n the Action. It 1s respectfully requested that the
sustaining of the rejection by the PTAB of this c¢laim should

thus be considered as a new ground.
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Regarding (b) - The Answer does not address the
arguments raised in the Appeal Brief, and only copy the

response to part (a).

Regarding (c) — The Answer does not address the
arguments raised 1in the Appeal Brief, and only copy the
response to part (a).

Regarding (d) - The Answer does not address the
arguments raised 1in the Appeal Brief, and only copy the

response to part (a).

Claim 62

Argument #39: Non—-analogous references.

According to the Answer, the Sharood reference is in
the field of “a monitoring device connected to an appliance
that connects with the power supply and wireless transceiver”,
while the Wong reference is in the field of Y“adding services
(such as assigning unique addresses to sensors) to transmit AC
power values calculated based on the measured AC voltage and
AC current 1in accordance with IEEE 802.11 wireless networking
standard (WiFi) to a wireless network access point”. Since the
Answer itself provides two different field definitions, the
reference are not analogous. Further, clearly the Wong
reference is clearly NOT in the field of “a monitoring device
connected to an appliance that connects with the power supply
and wireless transceiver”, as defined for the Sharood

reference that servers as the primary reference.

Argument  #40: Improper rationale for combination of the

Sharood and Wong references.
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The Answer does not address any of the arguments
raised in the Appeal Brief, and only discusses the
analogousness of the Sharood and Wong references, copied from
the response to Argument #39, and repeats the rejection as in
the Action. It 1is respectfully requested that the sustaining
of the rejection by the PTAB of this c¢laim should thus be

considered as a new ground.

Respectfully submitted,

By /Yehuda Binder/
Yehuda Binder
Registration No. 73,612
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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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transmitted to the USPTO, EFS-Web transmitted to the USPTO, or Yehuda BINDER

deposited with the United States Postal Service with sufficient Application Number Filed

postage in an envelope addressed to "Commissioner for Patents, P.O. | 15/992,221 May 30, 2018

Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450" [37 CFR 1.8(a)] For

on . |SYSTEM AND METHOD FOR SERVER-BASED CONTROL
Signature Art Unit Examiner
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37 CFR 41.45 specifies that, in order to avoid dismissal of the appeal, appellant must pay the fee set in 37 CFR 41.20(b)(4) within two months of
the later of the date of either the examiner’s answer, or a decision refusing to grant a petition under 37 CFR 1.181 to designate a new ground of
rejection in an examiner’s answer.

The undersigned certifies that the appropriate fee accompanies this transmittal.

The fee for forwarding this appeal is (37 CFR 41.20(b)(4)) S

Appellant asserts small entity status. See 37 CFR 1.27. Therefore, the fee shown above is reduced

by 50%, and the resulting fee is: g 1120

|:| Appellant certifies micro entity status. See 37 CFR 1.29. Therefore, the fee shown above is reduced
by 75%, and the resulting fee is: S
Form PTO/SB/15A or B or equivalent must either be enclosed or have been submitted previously.

D A check in the amount of the fee is enclosed.
D Payment by credit card. Form PTO-2038 is attached.

The Director is hereby authorized to charge any fees which may be required, or credit any overpayment
to Deposit Account No. 506726

Payment made via EFS-Web.

Extensions of time under 37 CFR 1.136(a) for patent applications are not applicable to the time period set forth in 37 CFR 41.45. See 37 CFR
1.136(b) for extensions of time to reply for patent applications and 37 CFR 1.550(c) for extensions of time to reply for ex parte reexamination
proceedings.

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.
lam the

D appellant attorney or agent of record D attorney or agent acting under 37 CFR 1.34
Registration number 73612 Registration number

signature /Y€huda Binder/

Typed or printed name _Yehuda Binder
Telephone Number +972-54-4444-577

Date February 24,2020

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 1 forms are submitted.

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 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 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.

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, pursuantto 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. Arrecord 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.
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Yehuda Binder
Registration No. 73,612
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OFFICE’S ANSWER

This is in response to the appeal brief filed 11/15/19 appealing from the Office action mailed 10/31/19.

Requirement to pay appeal forwarding fee: In order to avoid dismissal of the instant appeal in any
application or ex parte reexamination proceeding, 37 CFR 41.45 requires payment of anappeal forwarding
fee within the time permitted by 37 CFR 41.45(a), unless appellant had timely paid the fee for filing a brief

required by 37 CFR 41.20(b) in effect on March 18, 2013.

(1) GroundsofRejection to be Reviewed on Appeal

Every ground of rejection set forth in the Office action dated 10/31/19 from which the appeal is
taken is being maintained by the Office except for the grounds of rejection (if any) listed under the
subheading “WITHDRAWN REJECTIONS.” New grounds of rejection (if any) are provided under the

subheading “NEW GROUNDS OF REJECTION.”

Information Disclosure Statement
The nine (9) information disclosure statements (IDS) submitted on 05/30/2018, 11/19/2018,
11/15/2019 and 01/08/2020 are in compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1.97. Accordingly, the

information disclosure statements has being considered by the examiner.

{2) Response to Arguments
The Office summarizes the various points raised by the appellant and addresses replies
individually based on the Office Action dated 10/31/2019. The Office’s reply per the appellant’sarguments

presented in the appeal brief filed on 11/15/2019 are as following:
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ARGUMENT # 1 (Improper rejection — Unclear conclusory rejection) - Pg. 4: In response to

applicant argument, “the rejection is vague and unclear since it provides no more than copied passages
from the references. It isnot clear how claimed elementsor features are equated to elements or features
in the references,” the Office notes that the rejection clearly presents all the grounds for rejection and the
specific citations from the references clearly shows or describes all the individual elements of all the

claims as presented in the Office Action dated 10/31/2019.

ARGUMENT #2 a, b, c {Improper picking and choosing) -Pg. 4:

(a) In response to applicant argument (a), “the Claim 1 explicitly recites a single appliance in a
single enclosure that include both the appliance and the control functionalities. In contrast, the Action is
based on two distinct, separate devices, each enclosed in its own enclosure: The appliance 130 and the
retrofit plug 125, that are clearly shown as separate and distinct elements... even the name "retrofit plug"
indicate external element used with existing unchanged appliance ... the Action itself admits that the
appliance and the retrofit plug are separated and are ONLY electrically connected,” the Office notes that
the reference Sharood clearly teaches the working combination of an appliance 130 attached with a
retrofit plug 125 (Fig. 6B), where the retrofit plug 125 allows remote control of the appliance (0094) as it
connects with the main electrical supply that supply power to the appliance 130, and it permits current
flow regulation and remote shutdown of the attached appliance. The Office notes that most common
household appliances (refrigerator, washer, dryer, dishwasher, microwave oven etc.) are equipped with
an electrical power plug as an attached integral part of the appliance. Similarly, here also the electrical

attachment of the retrofit plug with the appliance is a physical attachment and therefore it is considered

a part of the single enclosure.
(b) In response to applicant argument (b), “such rejection may not even qualify for obviousness,

since the rejectionimproperly pick, choose, and combine'between the different embodiments, and as such
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may not be combined as part of the rejection,” the Office notes that the rejection clearly presents all the
grounds for rejection, the rejection DOES NOT improperly pick, choose and combine between the
different embodiments and/or references, but specific citations are quoted from references that clearly
demonstrate all the individual elements of all the claims as presented.

(c) Inresponse toapplicant argument (c), “the Sharood reference actually teaches away from any
combination of the retrofit plug 125 and an appliance 130,” the Office notes that the reference Sharood
clearly teaches the working combination of an appliance 130 attached with a retrofit plug 125 (Fig. 6B),
where the retrofit plug 125 allows control of the appliance (0094) as it connects with the main electrical
supply that supply power to the appliance 130, and it permits current flow regulation and remote

shutdown of the attached appliance.

ARGUMENT #3 - Pg. 7: Inresponse toapplicant argument, “the Sharood reference fails to disclose

the limitations of a current sensor coupled to the AC connector for measuring an AC current consumed by
the appliance; wherein the current sensor is coupled to the wireless transceiver for transmitting digital
data in response to the measured AC current to the wireless network ... it is noted that such current
monitoring or reporting does not necessarily teach any ‘current sensor' as recited,” the Office notes that
claim is about measuring current. Here, the reference Sharood clearly discloses (0088) a measure and

transmit circuit 620 to measure the current drawn by the appliance attached to the retrofit plug 125. This

measure and transmit circuitry 620 in the retrofit plug can monitor and report the current drawn by the

attached appliance 130 from the main power supply which can be 100V - 264V and 50/60 Hz (0087, 0089).

ARGUMENT #4 a, b {Claim 6) - Pg. 8:

(a) In response to applicant argument, “the Sharood reference fails to disclose the limitations of

"... the appliance comprises a dishwasher, a food blender, a beverage maker, or a coffeemaker ... the
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reference in general, and the cited paragraph 93 in particular, fail to disclose any of the appliances recited
in the claim,” the Office notes that Sharood discloses (0004) an automation system that can be used on
all of the home appliances that receives power from a source (0005) and provide this information to a
monitoring facility or a service provider. Sharood discloses examples of such common home appliances
130 as refrigerator, oven, washer, dryer (0093), air conditioner (0133), water heater, coffee pot (0147)
etc. and similar to above, other home appliances are dishwasher, food blender, beverage maker or a
coffee maker etc. The claims and the arguments do not further define how the appliances are different
from Sharood et al.”s home appliances in termsof consuming power (current and voltage)and in terms of
being monitored and controlled remotely, and the claims are just claiming other appliances without
specifying their functionality, so Sharood et al. home appliances 130 teaches the claimed broad
appliances.

(b) In response to applicant argument, “the action seems to be based on the general teaching of
"home appliances" in the Sharood reference ... however, differences between the prior art reference and
the claimed invention, however slight, invoke the question of obviousness,” the Office notes that Sharood
discloses (0004) anautomation system that can be used on all of the home appliances that receives power
from a source (0005) and provide this information to a monitoring facility or a service provider. Sharood
discloses examples of such common home appliances 130 as refrigerator, oven, washer, dryer (0093), air
conditioner (0133), water heater, coffee pot (0147) etc. etc. and similar to above, other home appliances
are dishwasher, food blender, beverage maker or a coffee maker etc. The claims and the arguments do
not further define how the appliances are different from Sharood et al.”s home appliances in terms of
consuming power (current and voltage) and in terms of being monitored and controlled remotely, and
the claims are just claiming other appliances without specifying their functionality, so Sharood et al. home

appliances 130 teaches the claimed broad appliances.
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ARGUMENT #5 a, b (Claims 9, 10, 32-34, 36, 55 and 57) - Pg. 8:

(a) In response to applicant argument, “Claims 9, 10, 32, 33, 34, 36, 55, and 57 are rejected based
on paragraph 131 of the Sharood reference. However, paragraphs 0129-0140in the Sharood reference are
directed to a Retofit Damper that is a different embodiment that is distinct and non-related to the
appliance 130 and the retrofit plug 125 upon which claim 1 is rejected,” the Office notes that the claims
are about an electrically actuated switch relay with a RF transceiver and a sensor. Similar to the Retrofit
Plug, the damper 900 for smart HVAC control (Sharood, 0130-0134) measures and transmits sensor data
through the RF network to the zone controller server, wherein the RF transceiver 1130 transmits control
commands and receives responses to the commands. The prior art discloses the invention asa whole and
the examiner is not picking, choosing and combining various disclosures. The arguments do not
differentiate between these combinations of electrically actuated switch with RF transceiver, controller
server and sensor.

(b) In response to applicant argument, “the claims are explicitly directed to an "appliance
associated with food storage, handling, or preparation”, while paragraphs 0129-0140 in the Sharood
reference are directed to an HVAC system,” the Office notes that Sharood discloses (0004) an automation
system that can be used on all of the home appliances that receives power from a source (0005) and
provide this information to a monitoring facility. Sharood discloses examples of such common appliances
130 as refrigerator, oven, washer, dryer (0093), air conditioner (0133), water heater, coffee pot (0147)
etc. The claims and the arguments do not further define how the appliances are different from Sharood
et al.’s home appliances in terms of consuming power (current and voltage) and in terms of being
monitored and controlled remotely, and the claims are just claiming other appliances without specifying

their functionality, so Sharood et al. home appliances 130 teachesthe claimed broad appliances.

ARGUMENT # 6 {Claim 34) - Pg. 9: In response to applicantargument, “the claimis directed to the
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structure of the sensor and NOT to its functionality. The Sharood reference fails to teach any structure of
any sensor in general, and the recited structures in particular. Further, the rejection seemsto be based on
that temperature sensor is an example of piezoelectric sensor, which is technically incorrect. As explained
in the specification, various structures and technologies may be used for sensing temperature,” the Office
notes that the rejection IS NOT based on ‘temperature sensors are piezoelectric sensors’. The claim is

about transverse longitudinal or shear effect mode i.e. the functionality of the temperature sensor. The

rejection CLEARLY states that the claimed temperature sensor is similar to the temperature sensor 1060
as noted in the cited prior art. The claims and arguments are claiming variations without specifying their

indifferent functionality to the cited temperature sensor.

ARGUMENT #7 a, b - Pg. 10:

(a) In response to applicant argument, “even assuming, arguendo, that the recited limitation is
disclosed in the Sharood reference, the claim is rejected based on paragraphs 0131 and 0133 of the
Sharood reference. However, paragraphs 0129-0140 in the Sharood reference are directed to a 'Retofit
Damper' that is a different embodiment that is distinct and non-related to the appliance 130 and the
retrofit plug 125 upon which claim 1 is rejected,” the Office notes that the claims are about an electrically
actuated switch relay with a RF transceiver and a sensor. Similar to the Retrofit Plug, the Damper 900
(Sharood, 0130-0134) measures and transmits sensor data through the RF network to the zone controller
server, wherein the RF transceiver 1130 transmits control commands and receives responses to the
commands. The prior art discloses the invention as a whole and the examiner is not picking, choosing and
combining various disclosures. The arguments do not differentiate between these combinations of
electrically actuated switch with RF transceiver, controller server and sensor.

(b) In response to applicant argument, “the claims are explicitly directed to an appliance

associated with food storage, handling, or preparation, while paragraphs 0129-0140 in the Sharood
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reference are directed to an HVACsystem, that is not relevant to any food handling,” the Office notes that
Sharood discloses (0004) an automation system that can be used on all of the home appliances that
receives power from a source (0005) and provide this information to a monitoring facility. Sharood
discloses examples of such common appliances 130 as refrigerator, oven, washer, dryer (0093), air
conditioner (0133), water heater, coffee pot (0147) etc. The claims and the arguments do not further
define how the appliances are different from Sharood et al.”s home appliances in terms of consuming
power (current and voltage) and in terms of being monitored and controlled remotely, and the claims are
just claiming other appliances without specifying their functionality, so Sharood et al. home appliances

130 teachesthe claimed broad appliance.

ARGUMENT #8 a, b (Claim 36) - Pg.11:

(a) In response to applicant argument, “even assuming, arguendo, that the recited limitation is
disclosed in the Sharood reference, the claim is rejected based on paragraphs 0131 and 0133 of the
Sharood reference. However, paragraphs 0129-0140 in the Sharood reference are directed to a 'Retofit
Damper' that is a different embodiment that is distinct and non-related to the appliance 130 and the
retrofit plug 125 upon which claim 1 is rejected,” the Office notes that the claims are about an electrically
actuated switch relay with a RF transceiver and a sensor. Similar to the Retrofit Plug, the Damper 900
(Sharood, 0130-0134) measures and transmits sensor data through the RF network to the zone controller
server, wherein the RF transceiver 1130 transmits control commands and receives responses to the
commands. The prior art discloses the invention as a whole and the examiner is not picking, choosing and
combining various disclosures. The arguments do not differentiate between these combinations of
electrically actuated switch with RF transceiver, controller server and sensor.

(b) In response to applicant argument, “the claims are explicitly directed to an "appliance

associated with food storage, handling, or preparation”, while paragraphs 0129-0140 in the Sharood
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