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The di sclosed invention relates to a nethod and appar at us
for alternately coupling a land-Iine, telephonic communication
device (e.g., a telephone) between a land-line link and a
radi o |i nk.

Clains 12 and 52 are illustrative of the clained
i nvention, and they read as foll ows:

12. In an apparatus for alternately coupling a |and-
line, tel ephonic comunication device between a | and-line |ink
and a radio link, conprising a land-line link having | and-Iine
tel ephone wiring that connects a |land-1ine, tel ephonic
conmuni cation device to the land-line's central station; a
radio link that connects a | and-1ine, tel ephonic conmunication
device to a base station of the radio link; first neans for
coupling a land-line, tel ephonic comrunication device to said
| and-1ine link; second neans for coupling the |and-Iine,

t el ephoni ¢ comruni cation device to a radio Iink; and sw tching
means for switching connection of a |land-1ine, tel ephonic
communi cation device between the land-line link and the radio
link, the inprovenment conpri sing;

said second neans for coupling the land-line, telephonic
comuni cation device to a radio link conprising a portion of
said land-1ine tel ephone wiring of said |and-line |ink,
whereby a I and-1ine, tel ephonic comunication device is
capabl e of placing or receiving a tel ephone call over the
radio link by utilizing a portion of the land-line |ink, and
alternatively placing or receiving a tel ephone call over the
| and-1ine Iink.

52. A nmethod of coupling a land-line, telephonic
comuni cation device to a radio system by utilizing | and-
line, interior-premses, telephone wiring |ocated at a
prem ses where the | and-line tel ephonic conmunication device
Is to be used, conpri sing:
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(a) connecting at |east one | and-1ine, telephonic
communi cation device to at |east a portion of the |land-Iine,
interior-premses, telephone wiring |ocated at the prem ses
where the land-1ine, tel ephonic comunication device is to be
used for naking a call over the radio system

(b) coupling said at |least a portion of the |and-Iine,
interior-premses, telephone wiring located at the premses to
a radio transceiver which is part of a radio system and

(c) said step (b) conprising coupling said at |east a
portion of the land-line, interior-premses, telephone wring
| ocated at the premises to a radio interface that is coupl ed
to said radi o transceiver.

The reference relied on by the exam ner is:

Shitara et al. (Shitara) 4,833, 702 May
23, 1989

Clainms 12 through 17, 20, 22, 29 through 34, 37 and 46
t hrough 57 stand rejected under 35 U. S.C. 8§ 102(b) as being
antici pated by Shitara.

Cainms 18, 19, 21, 23 through 28, 35, 36, 38 through 45
and 58 through 61 stand rejected under 35 U . S.C. § 103 as
bei ng unpat ent abl e over Shitara.

Reference is made to the briefs and the answers for the

respective positions of the appellants and the exam ner.

OPI NI ON
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We have carefully considered the entire record before us,
and we wll sustain the rejections as to clains 29 through 45
and 47 through 61, and we will reverse the rejections as to
claims 12 through 28 and 46.

The exam ner’s analysis of the teachings of Shitara is as
foll ows (Answer, page 4):

Consi der clainms 12-17, 20, 22, 29-34, 37, 46-57.
Shitara et al. disclose in figure 1 an apparatus (5)
for alternatingly coupling a |andline tel ephone (7)
to either a landline link or a radio |link conprising
first neans (6) for coupling the |landline tel ephone
to alandline link to the central station (8) of a
t el ephone network; second neans (i.e. the wiring
coupling the landline tel ephone to the PBX 5) for
coupling the landline tel ephone to a radio link via
the radio transceiver units (2); switching neans (in
the PBX 5) for switching a connection between the
landline link and the radio link. As is clear from
the figure, if the landline tel ephone places a cal
to a radiotel ephone (1), then the connection to the
radio network is via a part of the landline (i.e.
via the wiring coupling the phone 7 to the PBX 5)
before the actual radio |ink commences and,
alternatively, if the landline tel ephone places or
receives a call over the landline link (i.e. via the
PSTN), a portion of this landline link is utilized
(i.e the sane interior prem ses tel ephone wring
coupling the landline tel ephone to the PBX).

Appel l ants argue (Brief, page 6) that:
The | anguage used in the clains, as delimted by the
specification, is directed to alternately connecting

a |l and-type phone to one of a switched, |and-1ine
t el ephone network or to a radio system such as the

4
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switched cel lul ar system having nany base stations
for handing off. Thus, claim1l2 recites, "In an
apparatus for alternately coupling a |and-Iine,

t el ephoni ¢ comuni cati on devi ce between a | and-I|ine
link and a radio link". Since the clains are not
read in a vacuum but in light of the specification,
the radio link is like the land-line link in that
both are separate and distinct tel ephone systens.
(Enphasi s added).

Insofar as claim 12 is concerned, we agree with
appel l ants’ argunent. The claim 12 apparatus for alternately
coupling a land-line, tel ephonic comrunication device between
aland-line link and a radio link conprises a wired |ink that
connects a land-line, tel ephonic communication device and the

|and-line’'s central station, and a radio link that connects a

| and-1i ne, tel ephonic conmunication device to a base station.

I nasmuch as the radio Iink that connects the [ and-Iine,

t el ephoni c device to the base station differs fromthe wred
link that connects the land-1ine, tel ephonic device and the

| and-1ine’s central station, we agree with appellants that
claim12 is directed to "separate and distinct tel ephone
systens" (Brief, page 6). Shibata discloses a single

t el ephone system (Figure 1) in which a tel ephone 7 has a wred
link to a central station 8, and a radio link to a plurality
of tel ephones 1-1 through 1-m Although a radio link exists

5



Appeal No. 97-2762
Application No. 08/309, 845

bet ween the tel ephone 7 and the plurality of tel ephones 1-1
and 1-m the radio |ink does not connect the tel ephone 7 to
the access units (i.e., base stations) 2-1 through 2-1 as
required by claim12. The exam ner recognizes this by stating
(Answer, page 4) "if the landline tel ephone places a call to a
radi ot el ephone (1), then the connection to the radi o network
is via a part of the landline (i.e. via the wiring coupling
the phone 7 to the PBX 5) before the actual radio |ink
commences. " (Enphasis added).

Based upon the foregoing, the 35 U S.C. 8§ 102(b)
rejection of claim12 is reversed because Shi bata di scl oses a
wired |ink as opposed to a "radio link that connects a | and-
line, tel ephonic comunication device to a base station of the
radio link." As a result of the reversal of the 35 U S.C 8§
102(b) rejection of claim12, the 35 U S.C. § 102(b) rejection
of dependent clains 13 through 17, 20 and 22, and the 35
US.C 8 103 rejection of dependent clains 18, 19, 21 and 23
through 28 are |ikew se reversed.

If the clained "second nmeans" corresponds to "the wiring
coupling the | andline tel ephone to the PBX 5" (Answer, page
4), then we agree with appellants’ argunent (Reply Brief, page

6



Appeal No. 97-2762
Application No. 08/309, 845

2) that it cannot also correspond to a "cellular-transceiver
i nterface maeans" (claim46). Accordingly, the 35 U S. C
8§ 102(b) rejection of claim46 is reversed.

Turning to the 35 U.S.C. 8 102(b) rejection of clains 29
through 34, 37 and 47 through 57, appellants’ argunent (Brief,
page 7) that "the definition set forth in the specification
for the ternms "land-line link' and 'radio link' clearly nean
an entire system such as the switched |land-Iine systemor the
switched cellular systenf is not commensurate in scope with
the apparatus and nethod set forth in these clains. Qher
than claim 12, and the clains that depend therefrom none of
the clains on appeal recites a radio link fromthe |and-Iine,

t el ephoni ¢ comruni cati on device to a base station. For
exanpl e, claim29 and the clains that depend therefrom broadly
recite a "second nmeans for coupling a land-1ine, telephonic
conmuni cation device to a radio link," claim47 and the clains
that depend therefrom broadly recite a "means for coupling
said plurality of land-line, tel ephonic communication devices
to said at | east one radio transceiver,” and claimb52 and the
clains that depend therefrombroadly recite "coupling said at

| east a portion of the land-line, interior-prenises, telephone

7
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wiring located at the prem ses to a radio transceiver which is
part of a radio system"” Since appellants has not argued that
the clains should be interpreted with the sixth paragraph of
35 US C 8112 in mnd, we will apply a broadest reasonabl e

interpretation to these clains. |In re Murris, 127 F.3d 1048,

1054, 44 USPQ2d 1023, 1027 (Fed. Cr. 1997).

We agree with appellants’ argunent (Brief, page 7) that
"[t]he clainms cannot be read in a vacuum and divorced fromthe
speci fication, but nust be construed in light of the
specification.” On the other hand, it is inproper to narrow
the scope of the clains by inplicitly reading into the clains
limtations fromthe specification which have no express basis
in the clains. In other words, appellants are not permtted
to engage "in a post hoc attenpt to redefine the clained
i nvention by inperm ssibly incorporating | anguage appearing in

the specification into the clainms.”™ [In re Paulsen, 30 F.3d

1475, 1480, 31 USPQd 1671, 1674 (Fed. Cir. 1994). Thus, the
"second neans” in claim?29, the "means for coupling” in claim
47, and the "coupling" step of claim52 all read on "the

Wi ring coupling the landline telephone [7] to the PBX 5 .
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for coupling the |andline tel ephone to a radio link via the
radi o transceiver units (2)" (Answer, page 4).

Appel I ants' argunents (Brief, pages 11 and 12) that the
wires 4 of Shitara are only used to connect the tel ephone 7 to
the radi o-linked tel ephones 1-1 through 1-mare correct. As
i ndi cated by the exam ner (Answer, page 4), however, the
Wi ring coupling the telephone 7 to the PBX is used to connect
the tel ephone 7 to both the central station 8 and to the radio
t el ephones.

| nasmuch as the exam ner has responded (Answer, pages 7
through 11) to all of appellants’ argunments concerning clains
29 through 34, 37 and 47 through 57, we see no need to repeat
that which is clearly explained by the exam ner. Thus, the 35
US C 8§ 102(b) rejection of clains 29 through 34, 37 and 47
t hrough 57 is sustained.

Turning lastly to the obviousness rejection of clains 35,
36, 38 through 45 and 58 through 61, we are in agreenent with
the exam ner’s reasoning for the rejection (Answer, pages 5
and 6), and the exam ner’s response (Answer, pages 6 through
11) to appellants’ argunents (Brief, pages 14 through 16;

Reply Brief, pages 1 through 3). Wth respect to the "hook-
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flash neans" of clainms 35, 36 and 38, and the "call-waiting
nmeans” of clainms 40, 41, 44 and 58 through 61, for exanple, we
agree with the exam ner (Answer, page 10) that:

However, the call waiting feature clainmed by the
appel lant is used by an ordinary | andline tel ephone.
Wth this conventional call waiting feature, it does
not matter whether the user of the |andline
tel ephone is communicating via a land-line link with
anot her |andline tel ephone or via landline and radio
links for communicating with a radio phone (e.g. a
cellul ar phone). The call waiting feature of the
| andl i ne tel ephone wll still operate the sanme in
either situation. For exanple, if the user is
comuni cating on his |landline tel ephone with anot her
| andl i ne tel ephone and the user receives a "cal
wai ting tone" indicative of a call being received
froma cellular phone caller calling the user, the
user need only actuate the "hook-flash” button on
his I andline phone to alternatingly couple his phone
to either the | andline phone or the cellul ar phone.
This woul d then couple the user’s phone to either
the | andline network servicing the other |andline
phone or the radio network servicing the cellular
phone.

Appel | ants have not presented an argunent to rebut the
exam ner’ s reasoni ng concerning the "hook-flash neans" and the
"call -waiting neans."

Appel | ants argue (Brief, pages 15 and 16) the non-
obvi ousness of a "plurality” of land-1ine, telephonic
comuni cat i ons-devi ces connected to a portion of the interior,

prem ses-| ocated tel ephone wiring (claim39). W are of the

10
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opi nion that it would have been manifestly obvious to one of
ordinary skill in the art to connect a plurality of tel ephones
7 to the PBX in Shitara.

In summary, the 35 U . S.C. §8 103 rejection of clainms 35,

36, 38 through 45 and 58 through 61 is sustained.

DECI SI ON
The decision of the examner is affirned as to clains 29
through 45 and 47 through 61, and is reversed as to clains 12
t hrough 28 and 46.
No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in
connection with this appeal nay be extended under 37 C. F. R
§ 1.136(a).

AFFI RVED- | N- PART

KENNETH W HAI RSTON )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )

)

)

)

) BOARD OF PATENT
M CHAEL R FLEM NG ) APPEALS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) AND

) | NTERFERENCES
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STUART N. HECKER
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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