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
bi ndi ng precedent of the Board.
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ON BRI EF

Bef ore THOVAS, BARRETT and LEE, Adninistrative Patent Judges.

THOMAS, Adm ni strative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

Appel | ant has appealed to the Board fromthe exam ner’s
final rejection of clainms 1 to 23, which constitute all the

clainms in the application.

! Application for patent filed Novermber 7, 1991.
1
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The pertinent portion of representative independent claim1l
on appeal is that an 8-bit m croprocessor operates with its four
| owest data bits only being connected to one control device and
with its four highest data bits only being connected to the other
control device. Conparable I[imtations are found in the
remai ni ng i ndependent clains 10, 21 and 23.

The follow ng reference is relied on by the exam ner:

Ni shi da 56-116188 Sep. 11, 19812

Claims 1 to 23 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 8 103 in |ight
of the collective teachings of appellant’s admtted prior art in
vi ew of Nishida.?

Rat her than repeat the positions of the appellant and the
exanm ner, reference is nade to the brief* and the answer for the
respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON

2 Qur understanding of this reference is based upon a
transl ation provided by the Scientific and Technical Information
Center of the Patent and Trademark Ofice. A copy of the
translation is enclosed with this decision.

8 daim1l on appeal depends fromitself at page 32 of the
brief as well as the amended version of this claimfiled on
Cct ober 22, 1992. We note that the original version of claim11l
indicated that this claimdependent fromclai m10.

4 Appellant’s corrected pages 18 and 28 of the brief have
been substituted therein and considered by us in our
del i berati ons.
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We reverse this rejection

Appellant’s prior art Fig. 3 and its associ ated di scussi on
at specification page 3 indicates that the prior art
controller/driver 16 may be operated with either 4-bit or 8-bit
m croprocessors. Fig. 3 itself shows an 8-bit m croprocessor
operated in an 8-bit node with one of these prior art
controller/drivers.

On the other hand, prior art Fig. 4 also shows an 8-bit
m croprocessor used in an 8-bit node for two of the above
identified prior art controller/drivers each of which in turn is
operated in an 8-bit node.

To nmeet the above noted feature of representative
i ndependent claim 1l and the other independent clainms having
conpar abl e features, we need a teaching which indicates that an
8-bit mcroprocessor as clained my operate to provide outputs
fromtwo 4-bit nodes. We do not derive such a teaching from
Ni shida, which contains no teaching or suggestion of utilizing a
m croprocessor in any manner. |In contrast to a normal digital
data operated system analog data feeds the ADC 2 in N shida's
Fig. 2 providing 8 output bits feeding in parallel to decoder-
drivers 5 and 6 respectively as well as a single decoder-driving

circuit 4. This latter driver feeds a thermal print head and the
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ot her decoder-drivers 5 and 6 operate to drive the LEDs indicated
in the figure. These decoder-drivers 5 and 6 essentially split
the bit output fromthe buffer register 3 in an effort to
respectively drive the LEDs 500 etc. and 600 etc. respectively.
Consi dering the collective teachings of the references, we
find there is no teaching in the prior art relied upon to cause
an 8-bit mcroprocessor to operate in a 4-bit output node or sone
formof a two step 4-bit output node, such that the data out put
fromsuch a mcroprocessor may be split or paired between
respective control devices. Because N shida has no such
m croprocessor, the suggestion to do so to neet the above noted
| anguage of each independent claimcannot conme from Ni shida, and
it is not present in the admtted prior art either. Thus, we
conclude that the collective teachings of the prior art, even if
properly conbinable within 35 U . S.C. 8 103, would not have | ed

the artisan to the subject matter of the clains on appeal.
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In view of the foregoing, we reverse the rejection of clains

1 to 23 under 35 U . S.C. § 103.

REVERSED

)

JAMES D. THOVAS )

Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
)
) BOARD OF PATENT

LEE E. BARRETT )

Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) APPEALS AND
)
) | NTERFERENCES
)

JAMESON LEE )

Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
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