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The opinion in support of the decision being entered today
(1) was not witten for publication in a |l aw journal and
(2) is not binding precedent of the Board.
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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on the appeal under 35 U S. C

8§ 134 fromthe examner’s rejection of clainms 1-9, which

Y Application for patent filed April 04, 1994.
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constitute all the clains in the application. An anendnent
after final rejection was filed on May 08, 1995 but was deni ed
entry by the exam ner [Paper no. 10].

The invention pertains to a circuit which identifies
defective redundant word lines in a Static Random Access
Menory (SRAM) nmacro provided with an Array Built-1n Self-Test
(ABI ST) unit and a redundant nechanism Specifically, the
structure detects failures in a manner which permts a two-
pass fuse bl ow process. The second fuse bl ow can be perforned
either in a manufacturing environnment, before or after burn-
in, or in a systemenvironnent should el ectrical fuses be
avai | abl e.

Representative claim1l is reproduced as foll ows:

1. Acircuit for allowing a two-pass fuse blow to an
integrated circuit of a nenory type conprising:

i) menory nmeans having a plurality of word |ines,
said menory i ncl udi ng:

a standard array,

a redundant array provided with redundant word
l'ines,

a decoder neans coupled to said standard array, and

conparator neans coupled to said redundant array and
to said decoder neans;
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the circuit further conprising:

i1) ABIST neans driving said nenory neans for
providing said menory neans with self-test patterns;

iii) data conpression neans responsive to said ABI ST
neans and to said nenory neans for detecting and [sic] address
of at |least one of said word lines in said nenory neans that
is defective; and

iv) fail register nmeans responsive to said ABIST
means and to said data conpression neans for storing an
address of a defective word line and for generating a nunber
i ndicative of the nunber of defective word lines that exceeds
t he nunber of redundant word |ines of said redundant array,

V) sai d conparator neans for conparing the
addresses of said word lines with the addresses of said
defective word lines and for selecting a predeterm ned word
| ine of said redundant array;

vi) OR-gate neans having inputs for receiving
signal s generated by said conparator nmeans and havi ng an
out put connected to a | atching neans; and

Vii) AND- gat e nmeans having a first input
connected to said | atching neans and a second i nput responsive
to signals generated by said data conpression neans, for

generating a signal at an output thereat which is indicative
of a defective line of said redundant word |ines.

The exam ner relies on no references.
Clains 1-9 stand rejected under 35 U S. C. § 112,
second paragraph, for failing to particularly point out and
di stinctly claimthe invention.

Rat her than repeat the argunents of appellants or the
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exam ner, we nmake reference to the brief and the answer for
the respective details thereof.
OPI NI ON

We have carefully considered the subject matter on
appeal, the rejection advanced by the exam ner and the
argunments in support of the rejection. W have, |ikew se,
revi ewed and taken into consideration, in reaching our
deci sion, the appellants’ argunents set forth in the brief
along with the exanminer’s rationale in support of the
rejection and argunents in rebuttal set forth in the
exam ner’ s answer

It is our view, after consideration of the record
before us, that clains 1-9 particularly point out the
I nvention in a manner which conplies with 35 U S.C. § 112.
Accordi ngly, we reverse.

Wth respect to i ndependent claim1l, the exam ner’s
objections are directed to a | ack of clear antecedent basis
[line 4, "“said nmenory”], a typographical error [line 14, *“and
apparatus”], several objections that functional |anguage of
the claimis indefinite and | acks proper structural support,
and whet her the “latching nmeans” [line 29] is part of the
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circuit. In the final rejection, the exam ner sinply included
the other clainms in the rejection as having simlar errors to
claim1 and as depending fromclaiml1l. In the answer,

however, the exam ner has specifically identified sone of
these “simlar” errors in clains 2, 4 and 5 for the first

time. The specific errors noted in clains 2, 4 and 5 were not
desi gnated as a new ground of rejection, and appellants have
not responded to the exam ner’s specific objections wth
respect to dependent clainms 2, 4 and 5.

Appel | ants have specifically responded to each of the
obj ections raised by the examner with respect to claim1. In
general, appellants argue that the scope of the invention as
recited in claiml1, and as recited in all clainms, would be
perfectly clear to the person having ordinary skill in the art
and the examner’s rejection is conpletely unwarranted [bri ef,
pages 6-12].

The general rule is that a claimnust set out and
circunscribe a particular area wwth a reasonabl e degree of
precision and particularity when read in |light of the

di sclosure as it would be by the artisan. |In re More, 439

F.2d 1232, 1235, 169 USPQ 236, 238 (CCPA 1971). Acceptability
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of the claimlanguage depends on whet her one of ordinary skill
in the art would understand what is clained in light of the

specification. Seattle Box Co., v. Industrial Crating &

Packing. Inc., 731 F.2d 818, 826, 221 USPQ 568, 574 (Fed. Cir

1984).

We are unable to find nerit in any of the examner’s
objections to claiml1l. First, the phrase “said nmenory” in
l'ine
4 of claim1 cannot possibly be m sinterpreted because there
is only one nenory or nenory neans recited in the claim
Second, typographical errors are not properly the subject of a
rejection under 35 U.S.C. 8 112. The exam ner can al ways
correct typographical errors at the tine of allowance. Third,
the exam ner’s objections regarding the functional |anguage
and the structural connections do not nake any sense.

I ndependent claim1 clearly recites how the vari ous conponents
(means) are interconnected, and the recitation of the
conponents as “neans” allows the conponents to be cl ai ned
according to the functions which are perfornmed. Therefore, we
do not understand what the exam ner finds unclear and

i ndefinite about the structural and functional recitations of
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claim1. Finally, the exam ner’s objection as to where the

“l'atching neans” [line 29] is |ocated does not properly raise
a question of indefiniteness. The OR-gate neans of claiml is
connected to “a latching neans.” The location of this
| at ching neans is not relevant to the question of
definiteness. The |ocation of the latching neans relates to
the breadth of the claimand to nothing el se.

We agree with appellants that the artisan having
consi dered the specification of this application would have no
difficulty ascertaining the scope of the invention recited in
i ndependent claiml. Since the exam ner had indicated in the
final rejection that the objections to dependent clains 2-9
were of the same type as di scussed for independent claiml1, we
also find that the scope of these clains would be clear to the
arti san having considered the specification of this
application. W do note for the record, however, that the
exam ner’s technical objection of claim4 in the answer is
correct. That is, the phrase “said OR-gate” in line 5 should
be --said 3-way OR-gate-- to distinguish the 3-way OR-gate of
claim4 fromthe OR-gate of claiml. W see no reason why

this technical error cannot be corrected by exam ner’s
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anmendnent at the tine of all owance.

I n sunmary,

the rejection of clains 1-9 under the second paragraph of 35

US.C § 112 is not sustained. Therefore,
exam ner rejecting clains 1-9 is reversed.

REVERSED

Jerry Smth
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

M chael R Flemng
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

Ri chard Torczon
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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