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This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 1
t hr ough 8.

The disclosed invention relates to a nethod and system
operating in an object oriented progranm ng environnent for
storing and restoring object persistent attribute data to and
froma persistent storage nedi um

Caimlis illustrative of the clainmed invention, and it
reads as foll ows:

1. Asystemfor storing data for a selected object to a
persistent mediumin an object oriented conputer system al so
having a nenory, a processor, and operator interaction neans,
wherein data resides in systemobjects in said nenory, and
wherein said data i s mani pul ated by processi ng net hods associ at ed
with said object, the system conpri sing:

attribute extraction neans for determ ning a nunber, nanes,
and types of attributes defined for said selected object, said
attribute extraction neans being responsive to a data storage
request;

met hod construction neans for constructing a nethod
i nvocation request to get attribute values for the attributes
extracted by said attribute extraction neans, said nethod
construction being responsive to said data storage request;

data formatting neans for formatting said attribute nanes,
types and values for storage to said persistent nedium and

data restoration neans for restoring said attributes to a
restored object instance.



Appeal No. 96-2621
Application No. 08/077,348

The references relied on by the exam ner are:

Abraham et al. (Abraham 5,291, 593 Mar . 1, 1994
(filed Cct. 24, 1990)
Filepp et al. (Filepp) 5, 347,632 Sept. 13, 1994

(filed July 28, 1989)

Claims 1 through 8 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103 as
bei ng unpat ent abl e over Abrahamin view of Filepp.

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

OPI NI ON

We have carefully considered the entire record before us,
and we wi Il reverse the obviousness rejection.

W agree with the exam ner (Answer, page 3) that Abraham s
system i ncl udes:

an object oriented conputer system having a nenory

(112) for storing data objects;

a processor (114) for mani pul ati ng data objects;

operator interaction neans (116).

Al t hough data 214 (Figure 2) represent various attributes
(e.g., nunber, nanmes and types) of the object 202 (colum 2,
lines 8 through 11 and colum 5, lines 1 through 16), and * Object
Reference 300 is likely to be a data attribute within sone ot her
persi stent object that has saved the object ID (colum 7, lines

51 through 53), the exam ner has not denonstrated how the

“attribute extraction nmeans (300)” (Answer, page 3) in Abrahamis
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“responsive to a data storage request” as required by claim1.
The “method construction nmeans” in claim1l is |ikew se
dependent upon the “data storage request.” The exam ner has not

di scussed such a request.

Wth respect to the “data formatting neans” in claim1l, the
exam ner has turned to Filepp to show formatting of attributes
(Answer, pages 3 and 4). In Abraham the “Object Reference 300
is. . . adata attribute wthin some other persistent object”
(colum 7, lines 51 through 53), and the class ID 340 within
(bj ect Reference 300 “w Il indicate whether the class of the
object is persistent, and consequently, whether or not the object
m ght be stored persistently on a database 134" (columm 8, I|ines
10 through 13). Thus, a persistent object wll be stored on
persi stent database 134 when the class of the object is
persistent. It is assuned that the attribute data of the
persi stent object has to be fornmatted in sone formwhen it is
stored on the database. |If so, then the teachings of Filepp are
redundant to teachings and suggestions that are inherently a part
of Abraham

According to the exam ner (Answer, page 3), the Qbject
Manager (Figure 4) in Abrahamis a “data restoration neans”

(colum 8 and columm 9, lines 26 through 33). The exam ner’s
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contentions to the contrary notw t hstandi ng, none of the
functions of the Ofice Manager includes “restoring said
attributes to a restored object instance” as set forth in claim
1.

In sunmary, we agree with the appellants’ argunents (Brief,
pages 6 and 7) that Abraham does not disclose the clained
“attribute extraction neans,” “method construction neans,” and
“data restoration nmeans.” The obviousness rejection of claiml
and the clains that depend therefromis reversed.

The obvi ousness rejection of clainms 5 through 8 is reversed
because the exam ner has not conme to grips with the accessing of
a “repository”? for persistent attributes, and the above-noted

“restoring” of persistent object data.

2 There is a lack of antecedent basis for “said repository”
inclaim?7.
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DECI SI ON
The decision of the examner rejecting clains 1 through 8
under 35 U. S.C. 8§ 103 is reversed.

REVERSED

JAMVES D. THOVAS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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JERRY SM TH
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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