TH'S OPINION WAS NOT WRI TTEN FOR PUBL| CATI ON

The opinion in support of the decision being entered today (1)
was not witten for publication in a law journal and (2) is
not bi ndi ng precedent of the Board.
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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of Claima1l,
whi ch constitutes the only claimin the application.

We affirm

Y Application for patent filed April 2, 1992.
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Appellant’s Caim1l is reproduced as foll ows:

1. A read-out circuit for use with a sem conduct or
menory device, said read-out circuit conpri sing:

first selecting nmeans for selectively reading at
| east one datumfroma plurality of nenory neans;

first data storing neans for storing the data
read out by said selecting neans;

transferring neans for transferring the data
stored in said first data storing neans in
synchronismw th an external clock signal;

second data storing nmeans for storing the data
transferred fromsaid transferring neans;

second sel ecting neans for selectively
outputting to an output port the data stored in said
second data storing nmeans; and

presetting neans for presetting the voltage

| evel of the Iine onto which said first selecting
means reads out dat a.

The Exam ner’s Answer relies on admtted prior art and
the followi ng prior art reference:
Lamet al. (Lam 4,731, 758 Mar. 15,

1988

OPI NI ON
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Caiml stands rejected under 35 U . S.C. § 103 as
unpat ent abl e over admitted prior art in view of Lam

The adm tted prior art is illustrated in Figure 7 and
descri bed on pages 1-3 of Appellant’s Specification.
According to the examner, it would have been obvious to
nodi fy the admtted prior art by incorporating the recited
presetting nmeans in order to provide high access speed as
taught by Lam Exami ner’s Answer at 3. Appellants argue that
Lamfails to deal with the problem of increased capacitance as
a result of the selection arrangenent and also fails to
suggest any neans of solving that problem Appeal Brief at 4-
5.

W agree with the exam ner.

The only difference between the adnmtted prior art and
the clainmed invention is that the clainmed invention adds a
presetting neans. Specification at 7, lines 3-5. The
Speci fication discloses a pre-charging transistor as a
presetting neans. Specification at 9, lines 17-21.

Lam al so di scloses a pre-charging transistor as a
presetting neans in a read-out circuit for use with a
sem conductor nmenory device. Columm 5, line 65, through

colum 6, line 9. Lam suggests such an arrangenent in order
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to increase access speed to the nenory. Colum 8, |ines 59-
64. Thus, Lam notivated one of skill in the art to add a pre-
charging transistor as a presetting neans in Figure 7's prior
art read-out circuit.

Because Lam suggested the nodification to the admtted
prior art in order to obtain fast nenory access, the clained
I nventi on woul d have been obvious. |t does not matter whether
the prior art notivation is the sanme as Appellant’s notivation
as argued by Appellant. Lams suggestion is clearly
applicable to an arrangenent with the conventional selection
means shown in
Figure 7.

Appel | ant argues that Lam | acks the recited first
sel ection neans. Appeal Brief at 4. W fail to see how such
a lack would vitiate Lanmis suggestion to precharge the output
of the conventional selection neans shown in Figure 7.

Moreover, we disagree with Appellant’s argunent. Lam
di scl oses the recited first selection neans. Colum 5, |ines
15-23. Lanis presetting neans (precharge transistor 78)
presets the output of Lanis selecting neans (word |line sel ect

transi stor 74) just as in Appellant’s invention. W see no
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di fference between Lam s di sclosure and the subject matter of
Claim1l. Lanis read-out circuit in Figure 2 includes:

first selecting neans (word |ine select transistor
74);

first data storing neans (latch 92/94/96/98);

transferring neans (transfer gate 148);

second data storing neans (latch 126/128/130/132);

second sel ecting neans (transfer gate 150); and

presetting neans (precharge transistor 78).
Those neans as disclosed by Lamfully performall the recited
functions and are equi valent to Appellant’s disclosed neans
whi ch i ncl ude:

first selecting means (word or colum sel ect

transi stor Q);

first data storing neans (latch F.F.D.);

transferring neans (transfer gate Q);

second data storing neans (latch F.F. S.);

second sel ecting neans (transfer gate Q); and

presetting nmeans (precharge transistor Q).
Because Lam fully discloses the clainmed invention, we cannot
agree with Appellant’s argunent that Lam | acks the recited

first selection neans in the clained conbi nati on.
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CONCLUSI ON
The rejection of daim1l under 35 U S.C. § 103 as
unpat ent abl e over admitted prior art in view of Lamis

sust ai ned.
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No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in
connection with this appeal may be extended under 37 CFR
8§ 1.136(a).

AFFI RVED

JAMES D. THOVAS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT
JERRY SM TH )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge APPEALS AND

| NTERFERENCES

JAMES T. CARM CHAEL
Adm ni strative Patent Judge



Appeal No. 95-1527
Application No. 07/862, 066

P. Phillips Conner
H LL, STEADVMAN & SI MPSON, P.C.

85th Fl oor, Sears Tower
Chi cago, IL 60606



