THL'S OPI NI ON WAS NOT__ WRI TTEN FOR PUBLI CATI ON

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(2) is not binding precedent of the Board.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 THOVAS, HAI RSTON, and HECKER, Admi nistrative Patent
Judges.

HAI RSTON, Adni nistrative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains
1 through 28.

The disclosed invention relates to a nethod and appar at us
for detecting inconsistencies in two mcroprocessors via the
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of arbitration between the two m croprocessors for control of
a system bus.
Claimlis illustrative of the clainmed invention, and it

reads as fol |l ows:

1. An apparatus for detecting inconsistencies in
m croprocessors in a conputer system having a system bus
and nmenory coupled to the system bus, wherein the nenory
i ncl udes programinstructions, the apparatus conprising:

a first mcroprocessor coupled to the system bus for
executing the instructions in the nenory when said first
processor has control of the system bus;

a second m croprocessor coupled to the system bus

for executing the instructions in the nenory perforned
by said first processor when said second processor has
control of t he system bus;

processor control logic coupled to said first

processor and sai d second processor, said processor
control logic arbitrating control of the system bus
bet ween said first processor and sai d second processor

wherein said processor control |ogic renoves said

first processor fromcontrol of the system bus when said
first processor begins a wite cycle and grants control of
t he system bus to said second processor;

wherein said processor control logic returns control
of the system bus from said second processor to said first
processor when said second processor begins said wite
cycle, said first processor resum ng execution of the
instructions in the nenory; and
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error detection logic coupled to said first and
second processors whi ch conpares address and data
i nformation generated by each of said processors on said
wite cycle when said processor control |ogic returns
control of the system bus to said first processor, said
| ogi c generating a signal indicative of a match between
sai d address and data signals of said first and second
processors.

The references relied on by the exam ner are:

Cssf el dt 4,099, 241 Jul . 4,
1978
Burrage et al. (Burrage) 4,590, 549 May
20, 1986
WIlians 4,816, 990 Mar. 28,
1989
Cutts, Jr. et al. (Cutts) 4,965, 717 Cct. 23,
1990
Ki nur a 5,136, 595 Aug. 4,
1992

(filed May 24,
1989)
Best 5, 140, 680 Aug.
18, 1992

(filed Apr. 13,
1988)

Clainms 1 through 7, 11, 13, 15 through 20, 23 and 26
stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 8 103 as bei ng unpatentabl e
over Kimnura.

Clains 8, 9 and 22 stand rejected under 35 U S.C. § 103

as being unpatentable over Kimura in view of WIIians.
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Clains 10 and 21 stand rejected under 35 U S.C. § 103 as
bei ng unpatentabl e over Kimura in view of Ossfeldt.
Clains 12 and 24 stand rejected under 35 U S.C. § 103 as

bei ng unpatentabl e over Kimura in view of Burrage.
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Clains 14 and 25 stand rejected under 35 U S.C. § 103 as
bei ng unpatentabl e over Kimura in view of Cutts.

Clains 27 and 28 stand rejected under 35 U S.C. § 103 as
bei ng unpatentabl e over Kimura in view of Best.

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

OPI NI ON

The obvi ousness rejections of clains 1 through 28 is
reversed

Ki mura di scl oses a m croprocessor system (Figure 1) that
uses a functionally redundant node (FRM to check for errors
in the operation of two mcroprocessors. One of the
m croprocessors operates in a normal node to drive the buses
to output an address, fetch instructions via the bus, execute
the fetched instructions, and drive the buses to read or wite
operand data (colum 1, lines 23 through 27). In FRM the
ot her m croprocessor operates in synchronismwth the nornal
node m croprocessor, but does not drive the buses (colum 1
l'ines
27 through 30). The FRM mi croprocessor simultaneously fetches
the sane instruction and operand data fetched by the normnal
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node m croprocessor and executes the instruction (colum 1,

i nes

30 through 33). The FRM mi croprocessor conpares the addresses
and data generated therein with the addresses and data
generated and out putted onto the buses by the nornal node

m croprocessor, and outputs a conparison result (colum 1
lines 39 through 44). The FRM m croprocessor perfornms the
conpari son operation at every bus cycle (colum 1, line 53

t hrough 55; colum 2, line

11 through 19; colum 4, lines 1 through 4).

The exam ner recogni zes (Answer, page 4) that “Kinura
does not explicitly discloses [sic] that each of the
processors have access to and control of the system bus at
different tinmes under control of processor control |ogic,” but
nevert hel ess concludes that “[i]t woul d have been obvious to
one having ordinary skill in the art to realize that the
redundancy processor accesses the busses after the
transferring of data signals fromthe nornmal processor to the
menory in order for the redundancy processor to obtain
instruction fromthe nmenory.”

Appel  ants argue (Brief, pages 6 through 8) that the
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systemcontrol unit 7 and the control logic in the
m croprocessors used by Kimura specifically prevent the two
m croprocessors from“alternately sharing control of a common

bus. According to the appellants (Brief, page 7), the
obvi ousness rejection would require a conplete restructuring
of the Kimura reference to nake it work in the manner proposed

by the exam ner, and that “manner
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woul d be entirely contrary to the expressly stated purpose of
the structure disclosed in the reference.”

We agree with appellants’ argunents. Kinura neither
t eaches nor woul d have suggested arbitration between two
m croprocessors for independent control of a system bus.
Accordi ngly, the obviousness rejection of clains 1 through 7,
11, 13, 15 through 20, 23 and 26 is reversed.

The obvi ousness rejection of clainms 8 through 10, 12, 14,
21, 22, 24, 25, 27 and 28 is |likew se reversed because the
references to WIllians, Ossfeldt, Burrage, Cutts and Best do

not cure the noted shortcomng in the teachings of Kinura.
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DECI SI ON
The decision of the exam ner rejecting clains 1 through

28 under 35 U . S.C. § 103 is reversed.

REVERSED

JAVES D. THOVAS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT
KENNETH W HAI RSTON )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge APPEALS AND

N N N N N N

| NTERFERENCES

STUART N. HECKER
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

N N N N N N

KWH: hh
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Lester L. Hewitt

Pravel, Hewitt, Kinball & Krieger
1177 West Loop South

10t h Fl oor

Houston, TX 77027-9095
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