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THL'S OPI NI ON WAS NOT' WRI TTEN FOR PUBLI 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(2) is not binding precedent of the Board.

UNI TED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFI CE

BEFORE THE BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS
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Ex parte JOHANNES Bl RZER
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ON BRI EF

Bef ore THOVAS, KRASS and DI XON, Adninistrative Patent Judges.

THOMAS, Adm ni strative Patent Judge.

DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on the appeal fromthe examner's fina
rejection of clainms 1 through 4 and 9. Since the exam ner has

all owed clains 1 through 4 at page 2 of the answer, the only
claim

that remains on appeal is claim?.
Claim9 is reproduced bel ow

9. A systemfor communicating data between a periphera
unit of a nodul ar progranmbl e controller having at |east one
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central processing unit and a unit external to the nodul ar
programmabl e controller, the system conpri sing:

a first bus via which the at | east one central processing
unit and the peripheral unit conmunicate; and

a busabl e progranm ng interface |located on the centra
processing unit, the external unit being coupled to the busable
programm ng interface;

wher ei n conmuni cati on between the peripheral unit and the
external unit takes place by neans of differential signa
transm ssion via the busable programrng interface and a second
bus arranged within the nodul ar programrmabl e controller.

The follow ng references are relied on by the exam ner:

Mat hews et al. (Mathews) 5,225,974 July
6, 1993

Nakayana 5,349, 679 Sep. 20,
1994

(filed Aug. 27, 1991)

Claim9 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103. As evidence
of obvi ousness, the exam ner relies upon Mathews in view of
Nakayana.

Rat her than repeat the positions of the appellant and the
exam ner, reference is nmade to the brief and the answer for the
respective details thereof.

CPI NI ON

Generally for the reasons set forth by the examner in the

answer with respect to his analysis of Mathews, we sustain the

rejection. |Inasnuch as we are in agreenent with appellant's
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observation at the top of page 6 of the brief that with respect
to the clained invention on appeal, no interface is switched off
or bypassed, the exam ner's reliance upon Nakayama is | essened.
Therefore, we consider this reference to be cunulative to the
teachi ngs al ready indicated in Mathews.

Appel l ant's view of Mathews and his teachings is inconplete.
Mor eover, appellant appears to attenpt to persuade us of the
patentability of claim9 on appeal based upon the nunerous
features disclosed but unclainmed. Page 4 of the answer details
the examner's view that the use of differential serial buses was
wel | known in the art even though the exam ner and we recogni ze
that there is no explicit teaching of this feature in Mathews.
Appel | ant does not contest this observation of the exam ner that
such a commruni cati on approach was well-known in the art and, in
fact, appellant's own disclosed invention of the interfacing
st andard
RS- 485, on which the clainmed feature appears to be based, is
based upon a well-known industry standard. Differentia
signaling is nothing nore than the digital signal version of a
wel | - known bal anced transm ssion |ine approach utilizing two

conductors such as a twisted pair to forma conplete circuit,
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where the binary val ue depends on the direction of the voltage
di fference between the two conductors.

In figures 1 and 2 of Mathews, the UART 28 is a serial
communi cation device connecting the programtermnal 11 to the
primary rack 12 and specifically to the first comuni cation
processor 21 in a serial node. Simlarly, the first network
interface 29 in Figure 2 connects the local area network 17 to
this first communication processor 21 in a serial node. The sane
may be said of the second network interface 76 to interconnect
the various input/output racks 14 on bus 15. Each of these
devices clearly converts external serial information on buses 13,
15 and 17 to internally busable parallel information for the
various internal parallel buses and vice-versa for transm ssion
on the various busses noted. These features are generally
di scussed at colum 3, lines 29 through 41; colum 4, lines 10
t hrough 30; and colum 6, lines 13 through 16. At least with
respect to the UART 28, there is an explicit statenment in Mthews
that several commercially avail abl e devices nmay conprise this
unit, and such is simlarly inplied for the first network
interface 29 and the second network interface 76 since these

devi ces have no additional explicit teaching of their details in
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Mat hews, thus necessitating reliance upon what was known in the
art.

According to the examner's rejection, the second bus is bus
13 connecting the programmng termnal 11 to the primary rack 12
in Figure 1 by nmeans of UART 28 in Figure 2. Colum 4, lines 19
through 23 indicate that the port UART 28 may be coupled to other
types of serial devices for the exchange of data with the entire
processor nodule 20 shown in all of Figure 2.

Claim9 only recites a peripheral unit and an external unit
that appear to be indirectly interconnected. |In contrast to the
assertion at page 5 of the brief there are no cl ai med separate
peri pheral interfaces and a communication interface in claim9 on
appeal. Only “a busable programm ng interface” is recited.
Broadl y speaking, according to the examner's rationale and a
reliance upon Mathews, it appears that the first conmunication
processor 21 as well as the general purpose processor 60 al ong
with the second comuni cati on processor 70 provide clear
indications in Figure 2 of this busable progranm ng interface in
this reference notw thstanding the additional capability of
I nput / out put communi cations through the I/O rack interface
circuit 38 further shown in detail in Figure 4, which in turn

provi des two separate programmabl e processing el enents for
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i nt er conmuni cati on of various process sensed and control | ed
devi ces by nmeans of the backpl ane of the rack 12.
In view of the foregoing, the decision of the exam ner

rejecting claim9 on appeal is affirned.
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No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in

connection with this appeal nay be extended under 37 CFR

§ 1.136(a).
AFFlI RVED
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Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
)
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Appeal No. 1997-3743
Application 08/419, 166

JDT/ cam



Appeal No. 1997-3743
Application 08/419, 166

Kenyon & Kenyon
One Broadway
New Yor k, NY 10004



