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This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 26
t hrough 28 and 30 through 36. |In an Arendnent After Final (paper
nunber 12), clains 26 through 28 and 30 through 32 were anended.

The di sclosed invention relates to a code error correction
met hod and apparatus for decoding a digital infornmation signal
conprised of a set of code bl ocks.

Caim26 is illustrative of the clained invention, and it
reads as foll ows:

26. A code error correction apparatus for decoding a digital
i nformation signal conprised of a set of code bl ocks, said
digital information signal being received at |east tw ce by
repetitive transm ssions or repetitive reproductions of original
data, conprising:

error correction neans for sequentially error-correcting a
set of code bl ocks of each digital information signal on a code
bl ock basis, said error correction neans providing a set of error
fl ags each representi ng whether or not the correspondi ng code
bl ock is an uncorrected code bl ock after error correction;

check information generation neans for generating a check
informati on code for each of the code bl ocks after error
correction of a digital information signal, to thereby provide a
set of check information codes for each digital information
si gnal ;

menory neans having a nenory capacity to store a set of code
bl ocks of one digital information signal and at |east a set of
check information codes of said one digital information signal
and a set of check information codes of a subsequent digital
information signal, a same code block of different digital
information signals being stored in a predeterm ned sanme nenory
| ocati on;
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error flag nmenory neans for storing the set of error flags
of said subsequent digital information signal on a code bl ock
basi s;

control neans for controlling a read/wite operation to said
menory neans and said error flag nmenory neans; and

check nmeans for conparing a set of check information codes
of said one digital information signal with a set of check
i nformati on codes of said subsequent digital information signal
both stored in said nmenory neans, on a check information code
basi s;

wherein said control nmeans wites correct code bl ocks and
corrected code blocks after error correction of said one digital
informati on signal at respective nmenory |ocations of said nenory
means as well as the check information codes thereof in view of
the set of error flags stored in said error flag nenory neans for
said one digital information signal

said control nmeans then wites correct code bl ocks and
corrected code bl ocks after error correction of said subsequent
digital information signal at respective nenory |ocation of said
menory neans as well as the check information codes thereof in
view of the set of error flags stored in said error flag nenory
means for said subsequent digital information signal, and

said control neans sets error flags for same code bl ocks of
sai d one and subsequent digital information signal in said error
flag menory neans, where the error flags for both the sane code
bl ocks stored in said error flag menory neans indicate that the
sane code bl ocks are correct or corrected code bl ocks, but a
conparison result by said check neans indicates that the check
i nformati on codes of both the same code bl ocks do not coincide
with each ot her.

The references relied on by the exam ner are:

Takagi et al. (Takagi) 4,742,517 May 3, 1988
Prei ssl er 4,918, 694 Apr. 17, 1990

Clains 26 through 28 and 30 through 32 stand rejected under
35 U.S.C. §8 103 as bei ng unpatentable over Preissler.
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Clains 33 through 36 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as
bei ng unpat ent abl e over Preissler and Takagi .

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

OPI NI ON

We have carefully considered the entire record before us,
and we will reverse the obviousness rejection of clainms 26
t hrough 28 and 30 t hrough 36.

According to the exam ner (Answer, page 3)

Prei ssler discloses the invention substantially as

clainmed. Preissler discloses that a systemfor

correcting data has an inner decoder which determ nes

whet her or not the data is uncorrectable and the inner

decoder provides an error flag thereafter. The data is

then put into a buffer menory (2). Later, this data is

read out under the control of a control circuit (3) and

is supplied to a conparison circuit (8) (figure 2,

colum 3 lines 39-64).
In rebuttal to appellants' argunent (Brief, page 7) that
"Appel lants' invention differs fromPreissler being that in
Appel l ants' invention error free code bl ocks thensel ves are not
conpared but check information codes are conpared instead," the
exam ner indicates (Answer, page 8) that

[a] | though Preissler does not use the specific phrase

"conparing the check information codes", Preissler

t eaches that check words are added in the recording of

the data words (colum 1 [ines 37-38). Preissler also

teaches that the data words are conpared by a

conparison circuit (8). The feature of conparing the
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check information codes is inherent in the operation of
Preissler's conparison. This is because when data
words are conpared by conparison circuit of Preissler

t he check words (which added to the data words) are
conpared as wel .

In response to the exam ner's contentions concerning the
teachi ngs of Preissler, appellants argue (Reply Brief, pages 4 to
5) that

[i]n colum 3, lines 39-64 of Preissler, Preissler
specifically teaches that the read control circuit 3
reads out data of a first and a second recording in a
time multiplex manner fromstorage 2. Preissler
further teaches that at one tine four bits of audio
data and one error flag bit is read out for each of the
first and second recordi ngs and supplied to the
registers 6, 7 and 4, 5 respectively. In Preissler
based on cl ocking provided by the control circuit 3,
ten bits of data (four bits audio data and one bit
error flag for each of the first and second recordi ngs)
are made avail able fromthe conbination of registers 5
and 7 with the two, four bit parallel audio data
portions being supplied to the conparison circuit 8 and
the two parallel one bit error flag data being supplied
to the OR gate 9. The conparison circuit 8 conpares
the two parallel four bit audio data so as to output a
signal to OR gates 10 and 11. The two parallel one bit
flag data provided to the OR gate 9 causes the OR gate
9 to output a signal which enables the operation of the
conparison circuit 8 when the error flag has been set
in any one of the two parallel one bit error flag data.
Preissler clearly teaches that the conparison circuit 8
is active (enabled) only when neither of the audio data
portions is acconpanied by an error flag.

Appel  ants' assessnent of the teachings of Preissler is
correct. Thus, we agree with appellants (Reply Brief, pages 5

and 6) that the conparator 8 in Preissler nmerely conpares audio
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data portions (i.e., the data words of first and second bl ocks),
and not check information codes as recited in all of the clains
on appeal. The obviousness rejection of clainms 26 through 28 and
30 through 36 is reversed because the secondary reference to
Takagi does not cure this shortcomng in the teachings of

Pr ei ssl er.



Appeal No. 95-3916
Application 08/008, 292

DECI SI ON
The decision of the exam ner rejecting clains 26 through 28
and 30 through 36 under 35 U.S.C. 8 103 is reversed.

REVERSED

KENNETH W HAI RSTON
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT
LEE E. BARRETT

Adm ni strative Patent Judge APPEALS AND
| NTERFERENCES

M CHAEL R FLEM NG
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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