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DECISION ON APPEAL 

STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

 Appellants appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 134 from the final rejection of 

claims 29, 30, 32, 36, 37, and 39 to 51.  We have jurisdiction under 35 

U.S.C. § 6(b). 
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 Appellants have invented a method of providing access security for a 

subject device based upon the identification of the device seeking access to 

the subject device (Specification 8, 9 and 33 to 36). 

 Claim 29 is representative of the claims on appeal, and it reads as 

follows: 

 29. A method for providing access security for a subject device, the 

methods comprising: 

 monitoring signals; 

 detecting an attempt by an additional device to access the subject 

device based upon the signals; 

 using the signals to determine an identity of the additional device; 

 determining if the additional device is authorized to access the subject 

device based on the identity of the additional device and predetermined 

access authority information; and 

 controlling access to the subject device by the additional device 

responsive to determining that the additional device is authorized to access 

the subject device. 

 The prior art relied upon by the Examiner in rejecting the claims on 

appeal is: 

Anderson   US 6,115,819   Sep. 5, 2000 

 The Examiner rejected claims 29, 30, 32, 36, 37, and 39 to 51 under 

35 U.S.C. § 102(b) based upon the teachings of Anderson.  

 Appellants contend that Anderson does not determine if an additional 

device is authorized to access the subject device based on the identity of the 

additional device (Br. 9; Reply Br. 2).  Appellants additionally contend that 
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Anderson is not concerned with “detecting a rejection, performing the 

authorization analysis based on the identity of the issuing device, and 

configuring the subject device to accept the retried memory access request” 

(Br. 9). 

 We hereby reverse the rejection of record. 

 

ISSUE 

 Does Anderson at least teach determining if an additional device is 

authorized to access a subject device based on the identity of the additional 

device? 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

Anderson teaches a system in which an access monitor 28 monitors 

address signals from a CPU 10.  The address signals from the CPU 10 are 

for a subject device that the CPU seeks access to via the access monitor 28 

(col. 7, ll. 43 to 47; col. 8, ll. 3 to 8).  The address of the subject device is 

decoded by the access monitor 28, and the access monitor uses the decoded 

address to obtain from an associated tag memory the unique tag allocated to 

that address (col. 7, ll. 47 to 49; col. 8, ll. 8 to 10).  The unique tag is used to 

open a gate associated with the subject device (col. 7, ll. 49 to 53; col. 8, ll. 

11 to 16).   

 

PRINCIPLE OF LAW 

 Anticipation is established when a single prior art reference discloses 

expressly or under the principles of inherency each and every limitation of 
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the claimed invention.  Atlas Powder Co. v. IRECO, Inc., 190 F.3d 1342, 

1347, 51 USPQ2d 1943, 1946 (Fed. Cir. 1999); In re Paulsen, 30 F.3d 1475, 

1478-79, 31 USPQ2d 1671, 1673 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

 

ANALYSIS 

 As indicated supra, the access monitor 28 in Anderson determines if 

the CPU 10 is authorized to access a subject device based on the address 

signal of a subject device issued by the CPU.  The identity of the CPU is not 

used to determine access to the subject device. 

 

CONCLUSION OF LAW 

 Anticipation has not been established by the Examiner for claims 29, 

30, 32, 36, 37, and 39 to 51 because Anderson does not use the identity of 

the CPU to determine access to the subject device. 

 

DECISION 

 The anticipation rejection of claims 29, 30, 32, 36, 37, and 39 to 51 is 

reversed. 

 

REVERSED 
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