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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 63
and 77 through 81. 1In a subm ssion under 37 CFR § 1.129(a),
claims 63 and 79 through 81 were anended.

The disclosed invention relates to a nethod for
correcting single bit hard errors in a stored digital data

word of “n” bhits.



Appeal No. 1998-1119
Appl i cation No. 08/482, 924

Caim8l is illustrative of the claimed invention, and it
reads as foll ows:

81. A nmethod for correcting single bit hard errors in a

stored digital data word of "n" bits, where n is a selected
i nteger, conprising the steps of:

a) storing only said digital data word and a parity
bit, said digital data word being stored in a sel ected storage
| ocation of a nenory in response to a wite command from a
system i ncl udi ng sai d nenory;

b) reading said stored digital data word fromsaid
sel ected storage |ocation of said nenory in response to a read
command from said system wherein said read command is issued
subsequent to said wite conmand and after said wite command
is conpl et ed;

c) inverting said read digital data word upon detection
of an error in said read digital data word;

d) witing said inverted digital data word to said
sel ected storage location in said nenory;

e) reading said inverted digital data word fromsaid
sel ected storage location in said nenory i mmedi ately after
said witing; and

f) inverting said inverted digital data word retrieved
fromsaid selected location in said nmenory to obtain said
digital word without an error.

The references relied on by the exam ner are:

Knauft et al. (Knauft) 3,768,071 Cct. 23,
1973
Burghard et al. (Burghard) 4,117, 458 Sept. 26,
1978
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Clainms 63 and 77 through 81 stand rejected under 35
U S.C. 8 103(a) as being unpatentable over Burghard in view
of Knauft.

Reference is nmade to the brief and the answer for the
respective positions of the appellants and the exam ner.

OPI NI ON

The obvi ousness rejection of clainms 63 and 77 through 81
i S reversed.

The prior art portion of Burghard (colum 1, lines 18
t hrough 28) discloses that it is known to store parity bits
with data bits. The integrity of the data bits is determ ned
by generating a set of parity bits fromthe recovered data
bits and conparing the new parity bits wth the previously
encoded parity bits. |If the new parity bits are identical to
the previously encoded parity bits, then error free data is
recovered. In the preferred enbodi ment of Burghard (colum 5,
lines 33 through 42), a previously encoded word is retrieved
from menory and decoded to provide a new set of parity bits.
The new parity bits are conpared with the parity bits
retrieved fromnmenory and, if there is conplete agreenent, the
data is assuned to be error free. |If the two sets of parity
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bits do not agree, then the data is subjected to error
correction.

In the error detection schene disclosed by Knauft, a
stored word is read imediately after it is stored (Abstract).
According to Knauft (colum 3, lines 20 through 26), each word
that is stored is acconpanied by a parity bit and a marking
bit which indicates whether the word was stored in inverted
formor not. “Wen the word is read later on, it is again
inverted by virtue of the marking in the additional storage
el enent to retrieve the original correct information supplied’
(Abstract).

Based upon the teachings of Burghard and Knauft, the
exam ner is of the opinion (answer, page 5) that “it woul d
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to
correct Burghard's parity bit detected error by Knauft’s
met hod as suggested by both of themso that error free data
can be obtained fromdefective nmenory |ocations.”

Appel l ants argue (brief, page 17) that:

Thus, Applicants store only a parity bit and the

corresponding digital data word. As noted above,

Burghard stores nmultiple parity bits and so teaches
away.
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Mor eover, as noted above, Knauft also teaches a

conpletely different storage process and the use of

multiple bits, a parity bit and a marking bit.
Appel l ants argue (brief, page 14) that "[t]he only comonal ity
in the two references is that both use nmultiple bits to
correct nenory errors.” According to appellants, the
di scl osed and clainmed invention only uses a single parity bit
that is stored with the data word (brief, page 8). Another
argunent made by appellants is that the notivation presented
by the exam ner for making the nodification to Burghard “does
not explain how to selectively choose process steps from
Knauft and interpose those process steps on Burghard that
stores multiple parity bits and not a marking bit and a parity
bit” (brief, page 15). Finally, appellants argue (brief, page
15) that “the only notivation or basis for the nodifications
to the references suggested by the Exam ner is Applicants’
specification.”

We agree with appellants’ argunents. The exam ner has
failed to set forth a convincing line of reasoning for finding
that the specifically recited steps in the clains on appeal
woul d have been obvi ous over the teachings of Burghard and

Knauft. Even if the disparate teachings of the references are
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conbi ned, the conbi ned teachings of the references would stil
require the storage of nore than one other bit (e.g.,
parity/ marking) with the data word. |In short, the exam ner

has failed to present a prima facie case of obvi ousness.

DECI SI ON
The decision of the examner rejecting clains 63 and 77
t hrough 81 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) is reversed.

REVERSED

JAMES D. THOVAS )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )

)

)

)

) BOARD OF PATENT
KENNETH W HAI RSTON ) APPEALS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) AND

) | NTERFERENCES

)

)
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ERROL A. KRASS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
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