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This is a decision on appeal under 35 U. S.C. § 134 from
the Examiner's final rejection® of clains 1 to 10, 12 to 15,

17 to 19 and 21, all the other clains having been cancel ed.

This is an appeal fromthe last final rejection [paper
no. 14]. An anendnent after the final rejection was filed as
paper no. 15 and was entered in the record for the purposes of
t he appeal [paper no. 16].
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The disclosed invention relates to a network of conputer
wor kstations that interact with a master workstation. For
exanpl e, the workstations m ght be used by students in a
| earni ng environnent, and the master workstation can be under
the control of a teacher. The invention facilitates the
teacher’ s observation and assi stance of students in their
| earning by prioritizing, displaying and renoving requests for
attention that are sent by the students to the teacher. The
invention is further illustrated by the follow ng cl aim

1. In an interactive conputer network of a
type including at | east one naster workstation
and a plurality of other workstations, a nethod
for communicating requests for attention from
t he ot her workstations and di splaying said
requests at the master workstation, conprising
the steps of:

generating requests for attention at
respective ones of said plurality of other
wor kst at i ons;

transmtting each of said requests to said
mast er wor kst ati on;

storing each of said requests to said
mast er wor kst ati on;

assigning a priority to each of the stored
requests;

di splaying an identification of at |east
sonme of said other workstations at said naster
wor kstation, in a predeterm ned order that is
i ndependent of any priority assigned to pending
requests; and

di splaying an indicator in association with
each of said other workstations that has a
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pendi ng request at the master workstation in a
manner such that the indicator associated with
t he workstation whose request has a hi ghest
priority is distinguished fromthe indicators
associated wth all other workstations with
pendi ng requests.
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The Examner’'s rejection relies on the foll ow ng
ref erence:

Lewws et al. (Lew s) 5, 303, 042 Apr. 12,
1994

Claims 1 to 10, 12 to 15, 17 to 19, and 21 stand rejected
under 35 U. S.C. 8 1022 as being anticipated by Lew s.

Rat her than repeat the argunents of Appellants and the
Exam ner, we nmake reference to the briefs® and the answer for
the respective details thereof.

CPI NI ON

We have considered the rejections advanced by the
Exam ner and the supporting argunents. W have, |ikew se,
reviewed the Appellants’ argunents set forth in the briefs.

It is our viewthat clains 1 to 10, 12 to 15, 17 to 19
and 21 are not anticipated by Lewis. Accordingly, we reverse.

In our analysis, we are guided by the requirenents of

anticipation under 35 U.S.C. § 102. Anticipation under 35

2 The Examiner withdrew the rejection under 35 U. S.C. §
112 [answer, page 2].

S Areply brief was filed as paper no. 22 and was approved
for entry by the Exam ner without further response [paper
no. 23].



Appeal No. 1997-2989
Application No. 08/280, 343

US C 8 102 is established only when a single prior art
reference discloses, either expressly or under the principles

of inherency,
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each and every elenent of a clained invention. See RCA Corp.

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

221 USPQ 385, 388 (Fed. Cir. 1984).

Anal ysi s

We take the clainms in the order they are discussed in the
brief.

Clains 1, 9, 10 and 15

We consider claiml1l. Appellants argue [brief, page 7]
that "[c]laiml further recites the step of ’displaying an

i ndicator in association with each of said other workstati ons

that has a pending request at the master work station
"  Appellants further advocate that Lewi s does not show this
feature [id. at page 8 and reply brief, pages 2 to 3]. The
Exam ner points [answer, pages 11 to 13] to icon 242, fig. 4B
of Lewis, as showing a plurality of the pending requests.
However, we agree with Appellants that icon 242 does not show
each of the pending requests, it only shows the total nunber
of pendi ng requests.
W note that, in fig. 3 of Lewis, the host (teacher) has
monitors 130 and 132 which display two callers (students)

calling for the attention of the host, and using buttons 134
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and 136 the host can activate either one (col. 7, lines 7 to
16). There is no provision in Lewis of displaying each of the
pendi ng requests for attention of the host.

The sane, or a corresponding, limtation appears in the
other clains of this group. Therefore, we do not sustain the
anticipation rejection of clains 1, 9, 10 and 15 and their
dependent clains 2 to 8, 12 to 14 and 17 to 19 over Lew s.

Clains 4, 14, 19 and 21

We take claim21 of this group since it does not contain
the limtation di scussed above. However, claim2l recites the
means for "determ ning whether a communication is occurring
fromthe master workstation to one of said other
wor kst ations”, "determ ning whether said other workstation has
a request pending at the naster workstation” and "renovi ng
sai d pendi ng request fromthe workstation.”" W agree with
Appel lants [brief, pages 8 to 9 and reply brief, pages 3 to 4]
that this concept is m ssing
fromLewis. In Lewis, there is no provision for the host to
communi cate with a renote station that has not sent a call to
the host. Also missing in Lews is any provision for checking
to see if such renpte station has a pending call in the queue
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and renoving the call (request) fromthat renote station from
t he queue of the pending calls. Lewi s conmunicates only with
the renote station whose call (request) has been activated by
the host (col. 7) and there is no comuni cati on between the
host and a renpote prior to this activation. Thus, we do not
sustain the anticipation rejection of claim2l1 and its grouped
clainms 4, 14, 19 over Lews.
I n conclusion, the decision of the Exam ner rejecting

claims 1 to 10, 12 to 15, 17 to 19 and 21 under 35 U. S.C. 8§

102 i s reversed.

REVERSED

KENNETH W HAI RSTON )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )

)

)

)

) BOARD OF PATENT
ANl TA PELLMAN GROSS ) APPEALS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) AND

) | NTERFERENCES

)

)

)
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PARSHOTAM S. LALL )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )

PSL/ sl d
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JAMES W PETERSON

BURNS, DOANE, SWECKER & MATHI S
P. O BOX 1404

ALEXANDRI A, VA 22313-1404
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APJ LALL

APJ KEYBOARD()

APJ KEYBOARD()

REVERSED

Prepared: January 22, 2002



