'ORE THE BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS
. AND INTERFERENCES

o

Clalms 7 through 9 have been

‘through 6._




a ion regarding radio communication services,
e steps of.;

regarding future availability of
red‘ra o communication service.

r'relres on the following references.
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45,2 Cellular System Operation, Working Group 1II.
(EIA)

c;aims 1 and 4 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C.




U.S.C. 103.

Wé:wili sustain the rejections for substantially the

"'-requét}may bequnied because the user has not paid his bill and
‘thatmthis-denial»does not teach availability or non-availability

oigthezsefv;ces but responds, instead, to whether the user may be

x.fs unavallable, at least to that user. If the user’s

blll was pald, the service would be available. Therefore, the
EIA system prov1des an indication of availability/unavailability
Ef‘. ., and "future availability" of communication services, as broadly
| '“set fogfh S?;the igstant'claims.- Appellants’ argument that EIA
“ iéégélindicafibn_of_"availability".of service is simply not

'=ﬁndgrstood'since the grant of a request by EIA’s system indicates
S o




_ﬂlan e'on Sasuta. Rather, appellants state {page 10 of the

...whether or not Sasuta teaches a service

‘area that is distally located with respect to

a present location of a radio communication

unit, the combination of EIA and Sasuta does

not teach, anticipate, or suggest or render

obvious a request regarding future

avallabllxty of a radic communication

service. :

- Thus, épﬁéilaﬁté rely on the "future évailability“ argument, made

: w1th regard to claim 1, for the patentability of claims S and 6.

Slnce we have dlsposed of this argument, supra, we will also

*SE_tAln the re]ectlon of claims 5 and 6 under 35 U.S.C. 103.
We note in pa551nq that there is no disclosure that

this arguedu?future availability" feature is anything other than

information stored in memory in hub 110 which indicates where

and/or at what time certain requested services may be available.

Théfefore, the "future availability" feature appears to be

nothing more than already known information which is stored, or

retrieved from different sites, relative to what will be

'.gvailable; There is no particular method for computing or

‘:’predicﬁing future availability. There is only known information

4




%ng that lnfcrmatlon when regquested to do so.

'We ‘have sustained both the rejection of claims 1 and 4
under 35 U.$.C. 102(b)/103 and the rejection of claims S and 6
vupdér 35 U.3.C. 103. Accordingly, the examiner’s decision is
affirmed.

| No time pericd for taking any subsequent action in
connection with this appeal may be extended under 37 CFR
1.136(a). See the final rule notice, S4 F.R. 29548 (July 13,

1989), 1105 0.G. 5 (August 1989).
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