TH'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
bi ndi ng precedent of the Board.
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1 Application for patent filed June 7, 1995. According
to appellants, this application is a division of Application
No. 08/359, 324 filed Decenber 15, 1994, now U.S. Patent No.
5,546, 553 i ssued Aug. 13, 1996.
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This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejection of
clainms 25 through 27, 53, 54, 59 and 68 through 76.

The invention is directed to a nmultifunctional access
device and nethod. More particularly, an address transl ator
recei ves an address supplied by an address bus of a first
conput er and outputs transl ated addresses to an address bus of
a second conputer. The address translator conprises a
regi ster having address segnents and a control signal is
provi ded responsive to detection that the address at address
i nputs changes from one segnent to another segnent.

Representati ve i ndependent claim25 is reproduced as
fol |l ows:

25. A multifunction access circuit for use with first
and second digital conputers each having an address bus for
addresses, the access circuit conprising:

an address translator circuit having address inputs for
addresses supplied by the address bus of the first conputer
and outputs for translated addresses to the address bus of the
second conmputer, the address translator circuit al so having
regi sters establishing address segnents, said address
translator circuit responsive to addresses on the address
inputs is [sic, in] the address segnents; and

control logic circuitry connected to said address
translator circuit and operative to supply a control signal in

response to detection that the address at the address inputs
changes from one segnment to anot her segment.



Appeal No. 1997-4224
Application No. 08/474, 866

The exam ner relies on the follow ng reference:
Schr ei ber 4,503, 429 Mar .

5, 1985

Clainms 25 through 27, 53, 54, 59 and 68 through 76 stand
rejected under 35 U . S.C. § 103 as unpatentabl e over Schreiber.
Reference is nmade to the briefs and answer for the

respective positions of appellants and the exam ner.

OPI NI ON
W reverse.
It is the examner’s duty, in the first instance, to

establish a case of prima facie obviousness when applying a

rejection based on 35 U S.C. 8§ 103. In the instant case,

while we do not determine that a prima facie case coul d not

have been made in the instant case, based on the evidence
provi ded by Schrei ber, we nerely conclude that the exam ner
si nply has not done so.

The i ndependent cl ains each call for, in one formor

another, a first and second conputer. The exam ner has
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identified the two conputers in Schreiber as the existing

vi deo board and the graphics board in Figure 3. Assum ng,
arguendo, that the examner’s interpretation is reasonable
(the exam ner has never expl ai ned why the video board and
graphi cs board are considered to be “conputers”), the instant
i ndependent clains further require that each conputer has an
address bus. Yet, the examner only identifies, at colum 12,
line 40, and colum 5, line 63, of Schreiber, a graphic
processor having address and data buses. It is unclear how
this translates into an address bus for each of the video
board and the graphics board identified by the exam ner as
being two conputers. Thus, it is unclear what, in Schreiber,
the examner relies on for the teaching or suggestion of two
separ at e address buses.

Further, the instant independent clains call for an
address transl ator having address inputs for addresses
supplied by the first conputer and outputs for transl ated
addresses to the address bus of the second conputer. Wile
Schrei ber discloses an address translator, at 420 in Figure 4,
it is unclear how this address translator neets the claim
| anguage wi thout the required two address buses. Moreover,

4
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the clains require the address translator to have registers
establ i shing address segnents and that control circuitry
connected to the address translator supplies a control signal
“in response to detection that the address at the address
i nputs changes from one segnent to another segnent.”
Not wi t hst andi ng the exami ner’s contention that Schreiber
di scl oses such a register establishing segnents in |ine
register 465, it is not clear, fromthe exam ner’s reasoni ng,
why the storage of X and Y addresses in Schreiber, in order to
specify a single location, is considered to teach or suggest
the clained regi sters establishing address segnents which,
when it is detected that an address at an address i nput
changes from one segnent to another, cause the supply of a
control signal, as clained. W find nothing in Schreiber
regardi ng addresses at the address inputs changing from one
segnent to anot her segnment, as required by the instant claimns.
Since, in our view, the exam ner has failed to set forth

a prinma facie case of obviousness through a convincing |ine of

reasoning, we will not speculate as to the disclosure of the

Schrei ber patent and we will not sustain the rejection of
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clainms 25 through 27, 53, 54, 59 and 68 through 76 under 35
U s C

§ 103.
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bae

The exam ner’'s decision is reversed.

REVERSED

STANLEY M URYNOW CzZ,
Adm ni strative Patent

ERROL A. KRASS
Adm ni strati ve Patent

JERRY SM TH
Adm ni strative Patent
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