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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejection of
claims 1-4. dainms 5-9 have been held to contain allowable
subject matter and are not before us on appeal.
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The invention is directed to a circuit for operating
m croprocessors. The particul ar program sequence foll owed by
the m croprocessor is dependent on the condition of a device
that is controlled by the m croprocessor. The invention takes
into account the condition of the controlled device in order
to distinguish between a reset signal which has appeared as a
result of electromagnetic interference, for exanple, and
anot her reset signal. By distinguishing between these
different reset signals, undesired operating situations are

avoi ded.

| ndependent claim1 is reproduced as foll ows:

1. Crcuit for operating conputing conponents, in
particul ar m croprocessors, wth said circuit including at
| east one reset device, which as a result of interferences
transmts a reset signal to the conputing conponent to provide
a varied program sequence follow ng the appearance of a reset
signal, wherein said sequence is determ ned in dependence on a
conpare signal provided by a conmparator, and wherein the
conpar at or conpares a signal value that reflects the present
condition of a device, which cooperates with and is controlled
by the conmputing conponent, with at | east one threshold val ue
to provide the conpare signal

The exam ner relies on the follow ng references:

Abo et al. (Abo) 4, 363, 092 Dec. 07, 1982
Ur ban 4,683, 568 Jul. 28, 1987
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Clainms 1-4 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as

unpat ent abl e over Urban in view of Abo.

Reference is nade to the brief and answer for the

respective positions of appellants and the exam ner.

CPI NI ON

It is the examner’s position that Urban teaches the
nmonitoring of a m croprocessor wherein the nonitoring device
has a signal generator stage for reset signals and a
determnation is nmade as to whether a reset signal was
effected by the nonitoring device. The exam ner contends that
Urban di scl oses a conpari son operation between a signal and a
predet erm ned val ue and that conputer elenents are reset as a
result of said conparison. According to the exam ner, Urban
al so discloses a varied program sequence. The exam ner
identifies Urban’s abstract and colums 1 and 2 for the
al | eged t eachi ngs.

The exam ner concedes that Urban does not disclose that
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t he device being nonitored is also being controlled and so the
exam ner relies on Abo and points to Figure 3 of that
reference, identifying a reset circuit 15, a nonitor circuit
13 and a device 12 that is being controlled as a result of a
di st urbance.

The exam ner then concludes that it woul d have been
obvious to nodify a nethod of nonitoring conputer elenents by
incorporating the features from Abo because such a
nodi fication “will provide a systemthat will take sufficient
steps to protect the device so that such device is never
rendered uncontrol | able, thereby inproving the performance of
the systeni [answer-page 4].

For their part, appellants contend that claim 1l requires
a signal that reflects the present condition of a device
controlled by the computing elenment; at |east one threshold
val ue; and a conparison of at |east one threshold value with
the signal to provide a conpare signal which determ nes the
vari ed program sequence. Contrasted with this clainmed subject
matter, appellants contend that Urban discloses a nethod of
nmoni toring conputer elenments where the nmenory content is
checked when a reset signal occurs in order to determ ne which
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reset device triggered the reset command. Thus, according to
appel l ants, Urban nerely discloses determ ni ng whether a reset
signal was triggered unconditionally or by activity of a
nmonitoring device but is silent as to a conparison feature
conparing a signal reflecting the present condition of a
device controlled by the conputing conponent and a threshol d
val ue, as cl ai ned by appell ants.

Wi |l e appellants al so point out that Urban does not
di scl ose that the m croprocessor is connected to a device
which is controlled by the mcroprocessor and utilizes a
program sequence, this nmuch was recogni zed by the exam ner and
is the reason for the examner’'s reliance on Abo.

Appel l ants stress that whereas Urban nerely distinguishes
bet ween a watchdog (nonitor) reset and a power-on reset, the
instant clainmed invention permts a varied program sequence to
be pl anned upon the appearance of a reset signal, depending on
the condition of the controlled and nonitored device.

Appel l ants admt that Abo does teach a nal function-
prevention systemfor a m croconputer wherein a device 12 is
nmoni tored and controlled but they contend that Abo nowhere
di scl oses or suggests providing a varied program seqguence
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foll ow ng the appearance of a reset signal wherein the
sequence is determ ned in dependence on a conpare signal

provi ded by a conparator and wherein the conparator conpares a
signal that reflects the present condition of a device which
cooperates wth and is controlled by the conputing conponent
with at | east one threshold value to provide the conpare

si gnal .

We agree with appell ants.

Both parties agree that Urban has no discl osure or
suggestion of a device which cooperates with and is controlled
by the conputing conponent (i.e., the mcroprocessor). Urban
nmerely discloses determ ning whether a reset signal was
generated by a nonitoring device 2 or by a power-on reset
circuit. Accordingly, U ban cannot disclose or suggest
conparing a signal reflecting the present condition of that
device with a threshold value, the result of said conparison
being used to determ ne a varied program sequence. Thus, for
the rejection to be valid, Abo nust provide such a suggesti on.

Abo does provide for a controlled device, 12, but we find
no suggestion in Abo of providing a varied program sequence
dependent on a conparison of the present condition of device,
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12, and a threshold value. The exam ner apparently relies on
Urban for the varied program sequence because the

m croprocessor, 1, of Uban will either performa conplete
reinitialization of the m croprocessor or a shorter program
sequence, dependi ng upon whet her the reset signal is produced,
respectively, fromthe power-on reset circuit, 5, or the
monitoring device, 2. One mght also say that the program
sequence followed in Uban is dependent on a conpari son
because a conparison is made between a pattern stored in ROM 6
and a pattern present in RAM7. However, this is not a
conpari son between the present condition of a controlled
device and a threshold value, as required by the instant

cl ai ms.

Thus, the question remains as to why and/or how t he
skilled artisan would nodify Urban, in sone manner, to take
the controll ed device, 12, of Abo, nonitor its present
condition (which nmonitor circuit, 13, nay be said to do),
conpare that present condition to a threshold value and then
use the result of that conparison, instead of a conparison of
patterns in two nenories, to provide a varied program sequence
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i n Urban.

It is true that Abo uses the nonitor circuit, 13, to
initiate a reset signal for restarting the conputer under
certain conditions and it is true that Urban’s m croprocessor
varies its program sequence based on the cause of a particul ar
reset signal, but we find no reason, fromthe evidence
provi ded by these references, to totally redesign Urban’s
circuitry to provide for a varied program sequence based on a
conpari son of the present condition of a controlled device
with a threshold value. Even if, sonehow, one were to provide
the reset signal at input 12 of Urban’s m croprocessor from
the reset circuit 15 of Abo, any “conparison” resulting in the
choi ce of which program sequence to pursue would still be a
conpari son between patterns in nmenories 6 and 7 of Urban, and
not froma conparison of the present condition of a controlled
device with a threshold value, as required by the instant

cl ai ms.

At pages 5-6 of the answer, the exam ner contends that a
signal indicative of a condition of nonitoring device, 2, of
Urban is conpared to a threshold val ue (though the exam ner
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never indicates where this is taught in Uban and we find no
conparison of the condition of nmonitoring circuit, 2, with a
threshol d value) and that the “reset signal nmay be considered
and the signal indicative of the condition of the device.” W
do not understand the quoted portion of the exam ner’s
position. Perhaps there was a typographical error and the

exam ner neant to say that the reset signal may be consi dered

as” the signal indicative of the condition of the device.
Even so, if the reset signal, itself, is the signal indicative
of the condition of the nonitoring device, U ban does not
conpare this reset signal with a threshold value to provide a
vari ed program sequence. It is the conparison of the patterns
in the ROM and RAM whi ch provides for the varied program
sequence. Further, if it is the reset signal in U ban on

whi ch the exam ner relies for a teaching of a signa

i ndi cative of the condition of the device, 2, it is noted that
nmonitoring device, 2, is not a device “which cooperates with
and is controlled by the conputing conponent,” as required by
the instant clains. Mreover, the exam ner recogni zed this

deficiency of Uban in applying Abo for the teaching of a

controll ed device, 12.
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Thus, we are not convinced, by the exam ner’s rationale,

that the instant clained subject matter woul d have been

obvi ous, within the neaning of 35 U.S.C. 103, based on the

evi dence provi ded by Urban and Abo.

The exam ner’s decision rejecting clains 1-4 under 35

U S.C 103 is reversed.

REVERSED

KENNETH W HAI RSTON
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

ERROL A. KRASS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

HOMRD B. BLANKENSHI P
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

10-

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

BOARD OF PATENT
APPEALS AND
| NTERFERENCES



Appeal No. 1999-2418
Application No. 08/ 737,510

EK/ RWK

SPENCER & FRANK

1100 NEW YORK AVENUE NwW
SU TE 300 EAST

WASHI NGTON DC, 20005- 3955

11-



