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This is a decision on appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 134 fromthe
final rejection of clainms 1-3 and 8-10, all of the clainms pending
in the application. Cdains 4-7 and 11 have been cancel ed. The
anendnent recei ved Novenber 20, 1995 (Paper No. 11), has been
entered and deened to overcone the rejection of clainms 1-3
and 8-10 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph (Supp.

Exam ner's Answer, Paper No. 12, page 2).

W reverse.

The disclosed invention is directed to a nethod and system
that allows a programto run outside of a user interface shel
whi | e accessi ng conponent portions of the user interface shell.

Claim1l, as anended in Paper No. 11, is reproduced bel ow

1. A method of accessing functions of a user interface

environment in a conputer, said user interface environnent

operating within an operating systemof said conputer, said
user interface environnent being structured and arranged to

di splay a user interface on a display that is connected to

said conputer, said nethod being perfornmed on said conputer

conprising the steps of:
a) providing an object in said conputer, said object
operating outside of said user interface environnent, but

wWithin said operating system

b) receiving a request fromsaid object to utilize one
of said functions in said user interface environnent;

c) performng said one function within said user
interface environnment and on said conputer so as to produce
a result; and

d) providing said result to said object.
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The exam ner relies on the follow ng reference:

Davi dson et al. (Davidson) 5, 307, 490 April 26, 1994
(filed August 28, 1992)

Clainms 1-3 and 8-10 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 102(e)
as being anticipated by Davidson. Wth respect to the two
i ndependent clains, clainms 1 and 8, the exam ner states
(Exam ner's Answer, page 3):
a. per clainms 1 and 8:
Davi dson descri bes an object oriented environnent where
a (client) object may access (interface) another object
(server) to run a function (for exanple, print) inside the
|ater [sic], where the two progranms or objects may be
i ndependent of each other. See col. 2, lines 6-30, for
exanple. The requesting (client) program provides a
communi cati on channel between the server and the client, as
di sclosed in col. 3, lines 8-13.
W refer to the Exam ner's Answer (Paper No. 10) for a
statenent of the examner's position and to the Brief (Paper
No. 9) for the appellants' position.
OPI NI ON
"Anticipation is established only when a single prior art

reference discloses, expressly or under principles of inherency,

each and every elenent of a clained invention." RCA Corp. V.

Applied Digital Data Systens, Inc., 730 F.2d 1440, 1444,

221 USPQ 385, 388 (Fed. Cr. 1984).
Appel I ant argues that "Davidson does not teach accessing
functions of a user interface environnent, which environnent
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di spl ays a user interface, and which access occurs from outside
of the user interface environnent." The argunents are supported
by limtations in representative claim1, which recites a user
interface environnment, "said user interface environnment being
structured and arranged to display a user interface on a display
that is connected to said conputer,” where an object outside of
the user interface, but within the operating system nakes a
request to use a function in the user interface environnent, the
function is perfornmed in the user interface environnent, and the
result is provided to the object.

The exam ner states (Exam ner's Answer, page 5):
In response, exam ner interprets the "user interface
envi ronnent” as anot her object |ocated inside the object
oriented environnent as described by Davidson, which object
provi des functions accessi ble by other objects |ocated
out si de thereof.
We are not persuaded by the exam ner's reasoni ng which ignores
that the "user interface environnent" is clainmed as foll ows:
"said user interface environnent being structured and arranged to
di splay a user interface on a display that is connected to said
conputer” (claim1l); or "said user interface environnent
di splaying a user interface on a display that is connected to
said conputer” (claim8).

"Obj ects" are abstract entities in an object-oriented system

that encapsulate all the procedures and data related to
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sonet hing. These can then be treated as a package which can be
mani pul ated in various ways. bjects may represent hardware such
as CPUs, nenory, printers, disks, tape drives, and other devices;
software entities such as prograns, files, and semaphores; and
various other entities. Wile a "user interface environment" can
be treated as an object, not all objects are a user interface
environment. The exam ner does not point to where Davi dson

di scl oses an object corresponding to the clainmed "user interface
environment"” that displays "a user interface on a display that is
connected to said conputer.”™ The exam ner seens to equate the
server object in Davidson with the "user interface environnent”
and the client object wwth the object in step a of claim1.
However, the server object for handling a renote procedure cal
has not been denonstrated by the exam ner to be part of a user
interface environnment. The exanple in Davidson of a daenon
process for handling a shared resource, such as a printer, has no
need to access the user interface environnment in order to perform
the printing function. Davidson deals with renote procedure
calls in a distributed conputer system and the exam ner has not

of fered any expl anation of why a conputer woul d need to access a
function in the user interface of another conputer. The

exam ner's statenment that Davidson describes an "environnent
where a (client) object nmay access (interface) another object
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(server) to run a function (for exanple, print) inside the |later
[sic]" (Exam ner's Answer, page 3) seens to confuse an interface
between client and server and a user interface which is an
interface between the user and the conputer via a display. Since
t he exam ner has not shown that the server process in Davidson is
| ocated in a user interface environnment the rejection of
clainms 1-3 and 8-10 nust be reversed.
Appel l ants al so argue (Brief, page 6):
Davi dson does not teach providing an object that runs or
operates within the sane operating systemas a user
interface environnment, yet runs independently of the user
interface environnment, as provided by claim1l. An operating
systemis typically not a shared resource between conputers.
The exam ner's response is (Exam ner's Answer, page 5): "All the
obj ects of an object oriented environnment may be | ocated inside
the same operating system and operating [sic] indecently [sic] of
each other." Davidson deals with inplenenting renpte procedure
calls in a distributed conputer system "A renpte procedure cal
is a mechani sm by which a program executing in a process space of
one conputer causes a procedure to be executed in a process space
of another conputer ('renote conputer')." Col. 1, lines 46-49.
While we agree with the exam ner that objects may be | ocated

i nside the sane operating system Davidson does not appear to

show the client/server objects |ocated wthin the sane operating



Appeal No. 96-3301
Application 08/ 176, 603

system Accordingly, for this additional reason the exam ner has

failed to show that Davidson anticipates clains 1-3 and 8-10.
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CONCLUSI ON

The rejection of clains 1-3 and 8-10 is reversed.

REVERSED
JAMES D. THOVAS )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
)
g
) BOARD OF PATENT
KENNETH W HAI RSTON ) APPEALS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) AND
) | NTERFERENCES
)
g
LEE E. BARRETT )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
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