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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This application has been examined. 

2. Claims 1-34 are presented for examination. 

Drawings 

The Examiner contends that the drawings submitted on November 27, 2001 are 

acceptable for the examination proceedings. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1. Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 
2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 
3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 
4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 

obviousness or nonobviousness. 

3. Claim 1-34 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Landsman et al (U.S. Patent Number 6,687,737) in view of Cragun et al (U.S. Patent 

Number 6,324,553). 

4. In regards to claim 1, Landsman shows an internet distributor of advertisements 

that is download to the client computer by the server computer via network. The server 
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forces information to the client browser, which is additional code that is inserted into the 

client browser, that allows an advertisement to be displayed on the screen. Specifically, 

an HTML advertising tag is embedded into a web page. Landsman does not discloses a 

method of removing an advertisement blocker, meaning when the server forces 

information to the client browser, the browser refuses to accept the data from the 

server. However, if an advertisement blocker is enabled on a client browser, Landsman 

is essentially motivated to develop a strategy to overcome the advertisement blocker. 

Cragun shows the ability for a browser to selectively disable or enable viewable 

objects on a document. The object’s functionality of being displayed is controlled by the 

tags in the browser by the user selection. The user decides which tags are blocked and 

the browser saves the control tags for the objects. Also, Cragun states disabling the 

window-blocking mechanism (col. 10 lines 27-37) 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 

the invention was made to make an innovative software that has the ability to block an 

advertisement blocker, which was stated by Cragun, to allow advertisement to be sent 

to client browsers, which was states in Landsman. 

The modifications would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the 

art would have been motivated to suggest that advertisement distributor over the 

network should also have the ability of removing an advertisement blocker on the client 

so that the advertisements in a browser could be displayed. 

5. In regards to claim 2, Landsman in view of Cragun suggests the act of disabling 

the window-blocking mechanism by removing the window-blocking mechanism from the 
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computer. The examiner notes that the user has the ability to remove entries from a 

blocking list, a feature useful, then, to Landsman an information handling system should 

also have the ability to execute this function of removing entries form a blocking list. 

6. In regards to claim 3, Landsman in view of Cragun suggests the act of disabling 

the window-blocking mechanism includes removing a component of the window¬ 

blocking mechanism from the computer. The examiner notes that if the user has the 

ability to delete entries form a blocking list, a feature useful, then, to Landsman an 

information handling system should also have the ability to execute this function of 

removing entries form a blocking list. 

7. In regards to claim 4, Landsman in view of Cragun suggests the act of disabling 

the window-blocking mechanism includes altering a component of the window-blocking 

mechanism. The examiner notes that if the user has the ability to delete entries from a 

blocking list, which the user can also alter components, i.e. can be a list of items that 

need to be blocked, a feature useful, then, to Landsman an information handling system 

should also have the ability to alter components of the window-blocking mechanism. 

8. In regards to claim 5, Landsman in view of Cragun suggests the act of disabling 

the window-blocking mechanism includes closing the window-blocking mechanism. The 

examiner notes that if the user has the ability to delete entries from a blocking list, that 

the user can also remove all components, components meaning a list of items that need 

to be blocked, of the window-blocking mechanism. If the user removes all the 

components in the window-blocking mechanism, the user is essentially closing the 

window-blocking mechanism, a feature useful, then, to Landsman an information 
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handling system should also have the ability to remove all components in the window¬ 

blocking mechanism. 

9. In regards to claim 6, Landsman shows an internet distributor of advertisements 

that is download to the client computer by the server computer via network. The server 

forces information to the client browser, which is additional code that is inserted into the 

client browser, that allows an advertisement to be displayed on the screen. Specifically, 

an HTML advertising tag is embedded into a web page. Also, Landsman discloses 

“launching a new window in a computer “ (col. 32 lines 37-38) but does not discloses a 

method of removing an advertisement blocker, meaning when the server forces 

information to the client browser, the browser refuses to accept the data from the 

server. If an advertisement blocker is enabled on a client browser, Landsman 

essentially develop a strategy to overcome the advertisement blocker. 

Cragun shows the ability for a browser to selectively disable or enable viewable 

objects on a document. The object’s functionality of being displayed is controlled by the 

tags in the browser by the user selection. The user decides which tags are blocked and 

the browser saves the control tags for the objects. Also, Cragun discloses “the computer 

including a window-blocking mechanism” (col. 10 lines 17-22) & “preventing the window 

from being blocked by the window-blocking mechanism" (col. 13 lines 40-44). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 

the invention was made to make an innovative software that has the ability to block an 

advertisement blocker, which was stated by Cragun, to allow advertisement to be sent 

to client browsers, which was states in Landsman. 
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The modifications would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the 

art would have been motivated to suggest that advertisement distributor over the 

network should also have the ability of removing an advertisement blocker on the client 

so that the advertisements in a browser could be displayed. 

10. In regards to claim 7, Cragun states the window is a browser window and the act 

of preventing the window from being blocked is performed while the computer is 

coupled to the Internet (col. 10 lines 27-36). The examiner interprets that the blocking- 

list in the web browser has the ability to block URL-images, which means it is connected 

to the internet. 

11. In regards to claim 8, Cragun states the act of preventing the window from being 

blocked includes incorporating a non-functional feature on the window (col. 10 lines 27- 

37). The examiner interprets in the prior art that if the user has the ability to choose 

what type of images need to be blocked, what directories need to be blocked, or what 

type sites need to be blocked, the user has the act of preventing the window from being 

blocked that incorporates a non-functional feature on the window. 

12. In regards to claim 9, Cragun discloses the non-functional feature includes a non¬ 

functional attribute (col. 10 lines 23-26). The examiner interprets that the user has the 

ability to make active or inactive the blocking functions on a window. 

13. In regards to claim 10, Cragun states the non-functional feature includes a non¬ 

functional menu bar. (col. 10 lines 23-26). The examiner interprets in the broadest form 

that the user has the ability to make active or inactive the blocking functions on a 

window. If an item needs to be blocked or unblocked on a menu bar then the user has 
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the ability to choose in the menu-options in Fig. 7b to block/unblock specific images or 

entire sites on any location of window, which could mean the menu bar. 

14. In regards to claim 11, Cragun discloses the non-functional feature includes a 

non-functional tool bar. (col. 10 lines 23-26). The examiner interprets in the broadest 

form that the user has the ability to make active or inactive the blocking functions on a 

window. If an item needs to be blocked/unblocked on a tool bar then the user has the 

ability to choose in the menu-options in Fig. 7b to block/unblock specific images or 

entire sites on any location of window, which could mean the tool bar. 

15. In regards to claim 12, Cragun discloses wherein the non-functional feature 

includes a non-functional field (col. 10 lines 23-26). The examiner interprets in the 

broadest form the word field could be a window field, menu field, or text field and that 

the user has the ability to make active or inactive the blocking functions on a window. If 

an item needs to be blocked/unblocked on a field then the user has the ability to choose 

in the menu-options in Fig. 7b to block/unblock specific images or entire sites on any 

location of window, which could mean the field. 

16. In regards to claim 13, In a system such as Landsman’s system that access 

internet resource it is inherent that an identification and authentication fields are 

required when accessing a internet resources. 

In regards to claim 14, In a system such as Landsman’s system that access internet 

resource it is inherent that an identification and authentication fields are required when 

accessing a internet resources. 
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17. In regards to claim 15, Cragun states the act of preventing the window from 

being blocked includes repeatedly manipulating a characteristic of the window (col. 16 

lines 37 - col. 17 lines 19). The examiner interprets in the broadest form that the 

advertisements that could be blocked, if the user chooses, are inserted into the tags of 

the web document download from the server. Cragun also mentions that the 

advertisements can come in many forms, which is files, data packets, or data streams. 

These advertisement forms are way of manipulating a characteristic of the window to 

prevent the window from being blocked, and the user has the choice if he/she wants the 

window to be blocked. 

18. In regards to claim 16, Cragun discloses the act of repeatedly manipulating a 

characteristic of the window includes repeatedly turning ON a visibility attribute of the 

window (col. 10 lines 17-22). The examiner interprets in the broadest form that the user 

has the ability of choosing to block or hide characteristics of the window by turning ON 

the block or hide attribute of the window, which is illustrated in Figure 7A. 

19. In regards to claim 17, Landsman discloses the act of repeatedly manipulating a 

characteristic of the window includes repeatedly positioning the window in a screen 

location viewable by a user (col. 31 line 66- col. 32 line 11). The examiner interprets the 

claim in the broadest form by positioning the window in a screen location viewable by a 

user, means the when ever a advertisement is display on a window or frame, which it is 

also being displayed on the screen makes it viewable for the user. Landsman states 

that after the advertisements are downloaded in the cache it is played on a viewable 

window or frame. 
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20. In regards to claim 18, Cragun states the act of preventing the window from 

being blocked includes delaying the launching of the window (col. 10 lines 35-37 and 

Figure 7b). 

21. In regards to claim 19, Cragun the act of preventing the window from being 

blocked includes using a part of a domain name in a URL of the window, wherein the 

window is not served from a server computer corresponding to the domain name (col. 

10 lines 27-37). 

22. In regards to claim 20, Cragun the act of preventing the window from being 

blocked includes intercepting an event to close the window and then hiding the window 

from a user's view (col. 11 lines 50-58). The examiner interprets in the broadest form 

that if the object is being hidden, which it is clear that the it is not being blocked, and the 

event to close the object’s event in the information processing system is being 

intercepted. Cragun states if an object is being hidden it is still displayed to the user, just 

not shown to the user. 

23. In regards to claim 21, the act of preventing the window from being blocked 

includes momentarily changing a status bar of a browser to reflect a URL of the window. 

24. In regards to claim 22, Landsman states the act of preventing the window from 

being blocked includes inputting keystroke combinations into a browser (col. 25 lines 

12-19). The prior art states that the interface is connected to keyboard event and mouse 

events. 
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25. In regards to claim 23, Landsman discloses the act of preventing the window 

from being blocked includes triggering mouse events (col. 25 lines 12-19). The prior art 

states that the interface is connected to keyboard event and mouse events. 

26. In regards to claim 24, Landsman states the act of preventing the window from 

being blocked includes setting the title bar of the window (col. 13 lines 45-47). 

27. In regards to claim 25, Landsman states the act of preventing the window from 

being blocked includes using a single web server computer having a rotating list of 

messages to serve the window (col. 15 lines 56-67 & col. 21 lines 32-35). The examiner 

interprets in the broadest form that the single web server computer can communicate to 

a server that has a list of URL, which could be display in a frame of window. 

28. In regards to claim 26, Landsman states the act of preventing the window from 

being blocked includes serving the window from a secure domain (col. 8 lines 21-25). 

Talk about how the network can be setup using a LAN or an internet server. The LAN is 

a more secure network because a private network, which no one can go out or coming 

without going to a proxy or firewall, while the internet server is less secure because it is 

a public network, which allows anyone to get access to information. 

29. In regards to claim 27, Crugan states the act of preventing the window from 

being blocked includes altering a list of the window-blocking mechanism (col. 10 lines 

28-37) The block list in Figure 7b can be altered by the user if he/she wish to remove or 

change the URL in the list. 

30. In regards to claim 28, Cragun discloses the act of preventing the window from 

being blocked includes making the window not responsive to a browser application 
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programming interface (API) (col. 10 lines 27-40). The examiner interprets in the 

broadest form that when the user has the ability to block images that are linked to 

another URL in a web-browser. The examiner considers the image is a attribute 

because it allows the browser to call an API function to open or even display another 

page on web-browser. This way if the image is blocked, a user and the web-browser 

itself are not allowed to access the image’s URL. 

31. In regards to claim 29, Cragun states the act of making the window not 

responsive to a browser API includes setting an attribute of a browser control 

embedded in the window, (col. 10 lines 27-40). The examiner interprets in the broadest 

form that when the user has the ability to block images that are linked to another URL in 

a web-browser. The examiner considers the image is a attribute because it allows the 

browser to call an API function to open or even display another page on web-browser. 

This way if the image is blocked, a user and the web-browser itself are not allowed to 

access the image’s URL. 

32. In regards to claim 30, Landsman shows an internet distributor of advertisements 

that is download to the client computer by the server computer via network. The server 

forces information to the client browser, which is additional code that is inserted into the 

client browser, that allows an advertisement to be displayed on the screen. Specifically, 

an HTML advertising tag is embedded into a web page. Also, Landsman discloses 

computer-readable program code for launching a new window, the new window 

destined to display content from a remotely located server computer (col. 22 lines IQ- 

25); and 
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Landsman does not discloses a method of removing an advertisement blocker, 

meaning when the server forces information to the client browser, the browser refuses 

to accept the data from the server. Also, Landsman does not states computer-readable 

program code for preventing the window from being blocked by a window-blocking 

computer program. If an advertisement blocker is enabled on a client browser, 

Landsman essentially develop a strategy to overcome the advertisement blocker. 

Cragun shows the ability for a browser to selectively disable or enable viewable 

objects on a document. The object’s functionality of being displayed is controlled by the 

tags in the browser by the user selection. The user decides which tags are blocked and 

the browser saves the control tags for the objects. 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 

the invention was made to make an innovative software that has the ability to block an 

advertisement blocker, which was stated by Cragun, to allow advertisement to be sent 

to client browsers, which was states in Landsman. 

The modifications would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the 

art would have been motivated to suggest that advertisement distributor over the 

network should also have the ability of removing an advertisement blocker so that the 

advertisements in a browser could be displayed. 

33. In regards to claim 31, Landsman discloses the window includes a browser 

window (col. 9 lines 12-19). 

34. In regards to claim 32, Cragun discloses the window includes a dialog box (col. 

10 lines 17-19). 
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35. In regards to claim 33, Cragun states the window-blocking computer program 

blocks pop-ups (col. 10 lines 17-22). The examiner interprets in the broadest form that if 

the application is able to block images that are in different browser then, the application 

also has the ability to block image in a pop-up window. 

36. In regards to claim 34, Landsman shows an internet distributor of advertisements 

that is download to the client computer by the server computer via network. The server 

forces information to the client browser, which is additional code that is inserted into the 

client browser, that allows an advertisement to be displayed on the screen. Specifically, 

an HTML advertising tag is embedded into a web page. Also, Landsman discloses 

computer-readable program code for launching a new window, the new window 

destined to display content from a remotely located server computer (col. 22 lines IQ- 

25); and 

Landsman does not discloses a method of removing an advertisement blocker, 

meaning when the server forces information to the client browser, the browser refuses 

to accept the data from the server. Also, Landsman states the method including the act 

of displaying the message in a main browser window for a period of time in-between 

navigations (col. 9 line 61 - col. 10 line 4). Landsman does not states computer- 

readable program code for preventing the window from being blocked by a window¬ 

blocking computer program. If an advertisement blocker is enabled on a client browser, 

Landsman essentially develop a strategy to overcome the advertisement blocker. 

Cragun shows the ability for a browser to selectively disable or enable viewable 

objects on a document. The object’s functionality of being displayed is controlled by the 
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tags in the browser by the user selection. The user decides which tags are blocked and 

the browser saves the control tags for the objects Also, Cragun states A method for 

allowing a message to be displayed in a client computer that includes a window¬ 

blocking computer program (col. 10 lines 17-22). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 

the invention was made to make an innovative software that has the ability to block an 

advertisement blocker, which was stated by Cragun, to allow advertisement to be sent 

to client browsers, which was states in Landsman. 

The modifications would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the 

art would have been motivated to suggest that advertisement distributor over the 

network should also have the ability of removing an advertisement blocker so that the 

advertisements in a browser could be displayed. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 

examiner should be directed to O'Neal R Mistry whose telephone number is (703) 305- 

2738. The examiner can normally be reached on 9am - 6pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner’s 

supervisor, John W Cabeca can be reached on (703)308-3116. The fax phone number 

for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 

Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 

published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 

you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Assistant Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2173 
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