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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 15-

16, 25-29, 36 and 45. The other remaining clains (Clains 17-

! Application for patent filed August 5, 1993. According
to appellant, this application is a continuation of
Application 07/841,296 filed February 28, 1992, which is a
conti nuation of Application 07/582,878 filed Cctober 12, 1990,
bot h abandoned.
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19, 37 and 38) stand objected to as depending on a rejected

base claimbut allowable if rewitten in i ndependent form

Claim 15 reads as foll ows:

15. A nethod of controlling a device, conprising the
steps of:

transmtting an information signal froma first
transmtter;

transmtting a control signal froma second transmtter,
said control signal being indicative of a predeterm ned target
condi tion;

receiving said information signal at a receiving station;

appl ying said received information signal to a receiving
device at said receiving station;

receiving said control signal at an internedi ate station;

sensing an operational condition of said receiving
devi ce;

formatting said received control signal according to said
sensed operational condition to formcontrol codes suitable
for reception by an input of said receiving device;

using a third transmtter to nodulate a carrier on the
basis of said control codes; and

applying the nodul ated carrier fromsaid third
transmtter to an input of said receiving device to cause said
receiving device to enter said predeterm ned target
oper ati onal condition.
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The Exami ner’s Answer cites the following prior art:

Young 4,706, 121 Nov. 10, 1987
Rei t nei er 4,746, 919 May 24,
1988

OPI NI ON

Cl ains 15-16, 25-29, 36 and 45 stand rejected under 35
U.S.C. 8 103 as unpatentable over Young in view of Reitneier.
G ains 15-16, 25, and 28-29

Cl ainms 15-16, 25, and 28-29 stand or fall together
because appel |l ants have presented no argunents for separate
patentability under 37 CFR § 1.192.

We find that Young teaches all of the steps of claim15.
As to the first step, Young transmts an information signa
(tel evision broadcast) froma first transmtter 133. As to
the second step, Young transmits a control signal (shown in
Figure 3 as a wavy |line between renote control transmtter 116
and renote receiver 118) froma second transmtter 116, said
control signal being indicative of a predeterm ned target
condition. The recited “predeterm ned target condition” in
Young is the state of receiving a preselected program Col um

7, line 51, through colum 8, line 18.
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As to the third step, Young receives the information
signal at a receiving station. The receiving station includes
everything in Figure 3. As to the fourth step, Young applies
the received information signal to a receiving device at the
receiving station shown in Figure 3. The “receiving device”
Is satisfied by the TV/ VCR conbi nati on 126/ 150 and may further
i ncl ude programrmabl e TV tuner 132 and vi deo swi tcher 140.

As to the fifth step, Young receives the control signa
at an internmedi ate station 110. As to the sixth step, Young
senses an operational condition (whether TV is on or off) of
the receiving device.

As to the seventh step, Young formats the received
control signal according to the sensed operational condition
to formcontrol codes suitable for reception by an input of
the receiving device. For exanple, if the sensed condition is
that the television is off, Young may formthe control code
for causing the VCR to record. Colum 8, lines 62-66. As to
the eighth step, Young uses a third transmtter 1010 to
nodul ate a carrier on the basis of said control codes. Colum

9, lines 7-15; Figure 4b.
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As to the ninth step, Young applies nodul ated carrier
1004 fromthird transmtter 1010 to an input on VCR 216 of
said receiving device to cause the receiving device to enter
the predeterm ned target operational condition. For exanple,
the application of carrier 1004 to VCR 216 nay cause the VCR
to record.

Thus, Young fully suggests the clainmed subject natter.
W view Reitneier as cunul ative. W recognize that Young's
di sclosure is different than appellant’s preferred enbodi nent.
Nonet hel ess, the clains on appeal are not so limted. Cains
under goi ng exam nati on are given their broadest reasonable
interpretation consistent wwth the specification, and
limtations appearing in the specification are not to be read
into the claims. In re Etter, 756 F.2d 852, 858, 225 USPQ 1,
5 (Fed. Gr. 1985) (in banc).

Therefore, the rejection of clains 15-16, 25, and 28-29
I S sustained.

Cl ai m 45

Claim45 is essentially the sane as claim 15 except that

the received control signal is formatted according to the
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recei ving device type as well as according to the sensed
oper ati onal condition.

Rei t nei er teaches that there are different types of
tel evisions and VCRs and suggests that a renote control signha
shoul d be formatted according to the type of device being
controlled. Colum 2, line 60, through colum 3, line 19.
From t he conbi ned teachings, it would have been obvious to
format Young’'s control signal according to the receiving
devi ce type as suggested by Reitneier in order to control any
type of VCR with one transmtter. C aim45 requires nothing
nore. Thus, we will sustain the rejection of claim45.
G aim 26

Cl aim 26 does not further distinguish over Young because
in Figure 4b Young teaches a receiving station renote fromthe
transmtting stations. The rejection of claim26 wll be
sustai ned on the sane basis as clainms 15 and 45 di scussed
above.

Claim?27

Cl aim 27 does not further distinguish over Young because

Young’ s receiving station includes a video recorder. For
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exanpl e, Young’s receiving station can be considered a

conbi nation television/video recorder as discussed above. The
rejection of claim27 will be sustained on the sane basis as
clainms 15 and 45 di scussed above.

CONCLUSI ON

The rejection of clains 15-16, 25-29, 36 and 45 is

sust ai ned.
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No period for taking any subsequent action in connection
with this appeal may be extended under 37 CFR § 1.136(a).
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