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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for publication in a law journal and (2) is not binding precedent of the Board.
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ON BRI EF

Bef ore KRASS, FLEM NG and BARRY, Adm nistrative Patent Judges.
BARRY, Adninistrative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on the appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 134
fromthe final rejection of clains 1, 2, 4, and 20-22. The
appellant filed an anendnent after final rejection on Apri
3, 1995, which was denied entry. He filed another anmendnent
after final rejection on April 24, 1995, which was entered.

W reverse.

! The application was filed on May 8, 1992.
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BACKGROUND

The invention at issue in this appeal is a software tool
for generating conputer code in a nessage-based environnent.
A user interacts with the tool, nmaking selections to define a
graphi cal user interface (GJI). Wen the selections are
conpl eted, the tool begins the process of defining connections
bet ween GU code and functional code. It analyzes the GU
definition and displays a list of all nessages that could be
produced thereby. On the sane display, the tool |ists blocks
of code froma code library. The user selects a nessage and a
bl ock of code to be invoked by the nmessage. |[|f the code bl ock
has any prerequisite requirenents, the user is pronpted to
nmeet them A nessage identifier, a pointer to the code bl ock,
and any prerequisite data are then stored in a linked |ist
structure. Once the connections are defined, the tool

generates code for producing the defined GU

Claim 20, which is representative for our purposes,

foll ows:
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20. A nethod for designing a graphical user
interface and generating a programto inplenent
user selections fromsaid user interface, said
met hod conprising the steps of:

storing a nultiplicity of program code bl ocks
correspondi ng to respective functions;

di splaying a multiplicity of graphical features
and receiving designer selections of a plurality
of said features for inclusion in said user

i nterface;

di spl aying for each of said plurality of
features a list of nessages for said each
feature and displaying for each of the |isted
nmessages a list of the functions which are
consistent with said each nessage;

in response to designer selection of one of the
i sted nessages and one of the listed functions
for said each feature, generating a program
based on the program code bl ock corresponding to
said one function to inplenent said one function
upon user selection of said each feature;

di spl ayi ng said one nmessage in conjunction with
said each feature in said user interface; and

user selecting of features from said user
interface.
The reference relied on by the patent exam ner in
rejecting the clains foll ows:

Kodosky et al. 4,914, 568 Apr. 3, 1990.
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Clains 1, 2, 4, and 20-22 stand rejected under 35 U S. C
8§ 112 as indefinite. The clains also stand rejected under
35 U.S.C. §8 102(e) as anticipated by Kodosky. Rather than
repeat the argunments of the appellant or examiner in toto, we
refer the reader to the brief and the answer for the

respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON

In reaching our decision in this appeal, we considered
the subject matter on appeal and the rejections and evidence
advanced by the exam ner. W also considered the argunents of
t he appel l ant and exam ner. After considering the record
before us, we cannot say that clains 1, 2, 4, and 20-22 do not
particularly point out and distinctly claimthe subject matter
regarded as the invention. W also cannot say that the
evi dence antici pates the invention of the clains.
Accordingly, we reverse. Qur opinion discusses the

definiteness and novelty of the clains seriatim

Definiteness of Jdainms 1, 2. 4. and 20-22
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Regardi ng the definiteness of clains 1, 2, 4, and 20-22,
t he appel l ant argues, “the term ‘nmessage’ should be
interpreted as human | anguage words such as words of text
.” (Appeal Br. at 5.) In response, the exam ner opines,
“I[i]t is not clear just what is clained in regard to

‘message’ .” (Examiner’s Answer at 5.)

We cannot find that the clains do not particularly point
out and distinctly claimthe Iimtation of “nmessages.” The
test for the definiteness of a claimis whether one skilled
in the art woul d understand the bounds of the clai mwhen read
in light of the specification. |If the claimread in Iight of
t he specification would reasonably apprise one so skilled of
t he scope of the invention, 35 U S.C. 8§ 112 demands no nore.

Mles Labs., Inc. v. Shandon Inc., 997 F.2d 870, 875, 27

USPQ2d 1123, 1126 (Fed. Cr. 1993).

Here, the specification describes nessages as foll ows.

The nessage |ist contains only the rel evant
nmessages for the particular feature (w ndow contro
etc.) which has been selected. |[If the currently
selected itemis a wi ndow the nessages relating to
w ndows (WM ****) are added to the |ist.
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Accordi ngly, these nessages 34 are added to the |ist
of messages 32 illustrated in Figure 2.

When all the features of the user interface have
been anal yzed the conplete Iist of possible nessages
32 will have been assenbl ed. The system displ ays
with this the list of blocks of code that are stored
inthe library and may be connected to the nessages.
(Spec. at 6-7.)
Figure 2 illustrates the structure of a |list of nessages 32.
Each nmessage conprises a prefix and a suffix. The prefix,
“WM_,” indicates that the nessage relates to wi ndows. (Spec.
at 7.) The suffix is at |east one word or an abbreviation
t hereof, e.g., “ACTIVATE,” “BUTTONLDOW, ” which indicates a

function. (Fig. 2.)

Wien read in light of the specification, we find that one
skilled in the art would understand the neani ng of nessages.
Therefore, one skilled in the art woul d understand the bounds
of the clainmed nessages. W demand no nore. Therefore, we
reverse the rejection of clains 1, 2, 4, and 20-22 under 35

US C 8§ 112. Next, we consider the novelty of the clains.

Novelty of dains 1, 2, 4. and 20-22
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Regardi ng the novelty of clains 1, 2, 4, and 20-22, the
appel | ant argues, “nor do Kodosky et al. disclose a technique
for defining a user interface and associ ated nessages and
generating a program which inplenents user selections fromthe
user interface.” (Appeal Br. at 6.) In response the exam ner
states that he “does not understand precisely where Kodosky

fails in this regard.” (Exam ner’s Answer at 10.)

We cannot find that Kodosky teaches the nessages of
claims 1 and 20. A prior art reference anticipates a claim
only if the reference discloses expressly or inherently every
l[imtation of the claim Absence fromthe reference of any

cl ai mred el emrent negates anticipation. Rowe v. Dror, 112 F.3d

473, 478, 42 USPQRd 1550, 1553 (Fed. Cir. 1997).

Claims 1 and 20 recite in pertinent part “displaying for
each of said plurality of features a |ist of nessages for said
each feature and displaying for each of the |isted nessages a
list of the functions which are consistent wth said each
nmessage” and “designer selection of one of the |isted nessages

and one of the listed functions for said each feature ...."
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In short, the clains specify that a conputer displays a |ist
of nmessages that could be produced by a GU feature sel ected

by a user, and the user then selecting a nessage therefrom

Kodosky di scl oses a conputer tool for nodeling a process
graphically. Col. 49, |Il. 6-8. lcons that reference nodul ar
procedural units are stored in a nenory library. Col. 9, II.
27-31. A user selects and connects icons to build a diagram
of a process on the screen of a conputer. Col. 3, IIl. 47-55;
col. 49, Il. 14-18. The conputer creates an execution
procedure that corresponds to the depicted process. The user
t hen assigns values for the input variables of the process.
The conputer executes the procedure to produce values for the

out put variables of the process. Col. 3, Il. 56-64.

The exam ner failed to identify any teaching of
determ ning and displaying a |ist of nmessages that could be
produced by a GQUI feature or selecting a nessage therefrom
After a user conpletes his diagramof a process by sel ecting
and connecting icons, Kodosky’'s conputer creates code that

corresponds to the diagram |In contrast to the clained
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invention, the reference omts an internedi ate step of

di spl ayi ng and sel ecti ng nessages.

The exam ner erred in reading the clainmed limtations on
Kodosky’ s icons. W appreciate the Exam ner’s explanation
t hat procedures represented by icons may exchange data
representing voltage changes or levels. (Exam ner’s Answer at
8.) This exchange, however, does not anmount to determ ning
and displaying a list of nessages that could be produced by a

QU feature and selecting a nessage therefrom

For the foregoing reasons, we cannot find that Kodosky
teaches the claimed nessages. The absence of the clained
el enent fromthe reference negates anticipation. Therefore,
we reverse the rejection of clainms 1, 2, 4, and 20-22 under 35

U S C § 102.

CONCLUSI ON
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To summarize, the examner’s rejection of clainms 1, 2, 4,
and 20-22 under 8§ 112 is reversed. His rejection of the

clains under 35 U S.C. 8 102(e) is also reversed.

REVERSED

LANCE LEONARD BARRY
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

ERROL A. KRASS )
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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