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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 1

and 2.

The di sclosed invention relates to a seni conduct or

! Application for patent filed June 15, 1995. According
to applicant, the application is a continuation of Application
08/ 229, 155, filed April 18, 1994, which is abandoned.
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integrated circuit for producing a programcontrol signal only
when a given nunber of clock pul ses are detected during a
period when a trigger signal changes froma first state to a
second state.

Claim1l is the only independent claimon appeal, and it
reads as foll ows:

1. A semconductor integrated circuit conpri sing:

a clock nunber-detecting circuit for detecting a nunber
of clocks of a serially input pulse train, said clock nunber-
detecting circuit having an input port for receiving
said serially input pulse train and an out put port for
provi di ng an out put signal having a given formonly when the
serially input pulse train has a predeterm ned nunber of
cl ocks; and

a programcontrol circuit for delivering a program
instruction to a nmenory, said programcontrol circuit having a
first input port coupled to said clock nunber-detecting
circuit output port for receiving said clock nunber-detecting
circuit output signal, a second input port for receiving a
trigger signal and an output port for supplying said program
instruction, wherein said programcontrol circuit delivers
said programinstruction only when the signal received at said
first input port has the given formwhile said trigger signal
changes froma first state to a second state to prevent
witing error data to the nenory.

The references relied on by the exam ner are:

Lefebvre et al. (Lefebvre) 4,873, 666 Cct. 10,
1989
CGeadah et al. (CGeadah) 4,873, 667 Cct. 10,
1989
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Claims 1 and 2 stand rejected under the first, the second
and the sixth paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. § 112.

Clains 1 and 2 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 102 (a,
b, e, and/or g) as being anticipated by or, in the

al ternative,
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under 35 U.S.C. 8 103 as bei ng unpatentabl e over either
Lef ebvre or Ceadah.

Reference is made to the briefs and the answer for the

respective positions of the appellant and the exam ner.
CPI NI ON

For all of the reasons expressed by the appellant in the
briefs, and for the additional reasons expressed infra, we
will not sustain any of the rejections.

The exam ner has presented a nyriad of reasons for
rejecting clains 1 and 2 under the first, the second and the
si xth paragraphs of 35 U S.C. 8§ 112. It appears that the
underlying reason for all of these rejections is that the
di scl osure does not present the detail circuitry of the
programcontrol circuit 1 and the cl ock nunber-detecting
circuit 2 (Figure 1).

At the outset, we agree with the appellant (Brief, pages
9 and 10) that the examner’s rejection under the sixth
paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 8 112 is not proper, and it is hereby
reversed

Turning next to the indefiniteness rejection of clains 1
and 2, we agree with the appellant (Brief, pages 8 and 9) that
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t he exam ner has not set forth any reason(s) why certain
statenents in the clains are indefinite. “Caimlis quite
clear and straightforward in its recitation of the exact
rel ati on which exists between the inputs and out put of each
conponent circuit” (Reply Brief, page 3). Thus, the rejection
of clainms 1 and 2 under the second paragraph of 35 U S.C. §
112 is reversed.

Wth respect to the non-enabl ement rejection of clainms 1
and 2, the appellant explains (Brief, pages 5 and 6) that:

A circuit according to the present invention is
conposed of two conponents, each of which is
relatively sinple. The first conponent is a cl ock-
nunber detecting circuit whose only function, as
defined in claim1, is to provide an output signal
having a given formonly when the serially input
pul se train has a predeterm ned nunber of clocks.
Thus, this circuit is only required to count the
nunber of clocks in a pulse train and determ ne
whet her or not the train contains a given nunber of
clicks, or clock pul ses.

The second conponent of the circuit defined in
claiml1l is a programcontrol circuit having a first
i nput port connected to receive the output signal
fromthe cl ock-nunber detecting circuit and a second
i nput port for receiving a trigger signal. The only
function of the programcontrol circuit is to
deliver a programinstruction to a nenory when the
signal at the first input port has the given form at
a time when the trigger signal applied to the second
i nput port changes from one state to another.
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The signal diagrans formng part of the present
application provide a significant anmount of
information to those skilled in the art because it
is common practice in the digital arts to use such
di agrans to describe circuit conponents, and
particularly sinple circuit conponents. |In fact,

t he wavef orm di agrans not only make a significant
contribution to satisfaction of the enabl ement

requi renment, but also identify the range of

equi valents of circuits according to the present
invention. |In effect, any digital circuit that wll
produce the signal KCOUNT in response to the input
signal SK can serve as a suitable clock nunber-
detecting circuit, and any digital circuit that wll
produce the signal PGCY in response to the

conbi nation of input signals KCOUNT and CS can be
used as a programcontrol circuit in an integrated
circuit according to the present invention. Any one
skilled in the design of digital logic circuits
coul d devi se suitable clock nunber-detecting and
program control circuits based solely on the
wavef orm di agrans shown in Figs. 3.

We agree whol eheartedly with the appellant’s assessnent
of the enabl enent of the disclosed and clai ned invention
“because reduction of this invention to practice, based on the
entirety of the disclosure in the application, requires
virtually no experinmentation” (Brief, page 7). In summary,
the |l ack of enablenent rejection of clains 1 and 2 under the
first paragraph of 35 U . S.C. 8§ 112 is reversed because Figure
3 considered alone provides “all of the information that one

skilled in the art would require, as of the date [of] the
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subj ect invention, to construct operative enbodi nents of the

i nvention . wi t hout undue experinmentation? (Reply Brief,

page 7).

Turning lastly to the prior art rejections of clains 1
and 2, we agree with the exam ner (Answer, page 6) that both
Lef ebvre and Geadah have “‘wite counter’ neans 117 which
count clock pulses from CLOCK A and then send this count
information to a conparator where an ‘enpty’ or ‘full’
indication is given.” On the other hand, we agree with
appellant (Reply Brief, pages 6 and 7) that “the Exam ner has
not identified any specific portions of the circuits disclosed
in the applied references which provide an output signal
having a given formonly when the input pulse train has a pre-
det ermi ned nunber of clocks, or which deliver a program
instruction only when the output signal fromthe clock-
nunbered detecting circuit has a given formwhile a signal
changes froma first state to a second state.” |In the absence

of such an identification by the examner, the 35 U S.C. § 102

2In view of the reversal of this rejection, we will not
address the nerits of appellant’s declaration (paper nunber
9).
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and 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103 rejections of clains 1 and 2 are reversed.
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DECI SI ON
As indicated supra, all of the rejections are reversed.
Accordingly, the decision of the exam ner is reversed.

REVERSED

KENNETH W HAI RSTON
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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JERRY SM TH ) APPEALS AND
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JOSEPH F. RUGE ERO
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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