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This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains
1-6, 8-12, 14-16, and 18. The other remaining clains (C ains

7, 13, and 17) were all owed.

Claim1l reads as foll ows:

1. A method for operating data processing nmeans
coupled to a communi cati on network, conprising the steps of:

transmtting a nessage froma first network node
over a wireless nedium the nessage being addressed to a
second networ k node;

receiving the transmtted nessage with nmeans for
interfacing the wireless network nediumto a wired nedi um
havi ng a physical conductor for conveying the nessage;

retransmtting with the interface neans, as the
nessage i s received, the received nessage to the wired nedi um

retransmtting with the interface neans, as the
nessage i s received, the received nessage to the wirel ess
medi um

receiving the retransmtted nessage with the first
net wor k node; and

conparing, with the first network node, the nessage
being transmtted with the received retransmtted nessage to
determine if they are the sanme and, if not, determ ning that a
col l'i sion has occurred.

The exam ner’s Answer cites the following prior art:

Knapp 4,975, 926 Dec. 4, 1990
(filed March 30, 1989)
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W | not h 5, 060, 303 Cct. 22, 1991
(filed Sept. 6, 1988)
Vacon et al. (Vacon) W88/ 07794 Cct. 6, 1988
OPI NI ON

Clainms 1-6, 8-12, 14-16, and 18 stand rejected
under 35 U.S.C. 8 103 as unpatentabl e over Knapp in view of
Vacon and WInoth. W reverse for the reasons given by
Appel lants anplified as foll ows.

The exam ner found that Knapp di sclosed the
invention of Claim1l except for the conparing step. 1In the
final rejection, the exam ner found that the conparing step
was di scl osed by Vacon and that it would have obvious to
include it in Knapp.

Appel l ants correctly point out that Vacon does not
di scl ose the conparing step. Rather, Vacon nerely checks
whet her or not there are multiple transm ssions being
attenpted sinultaneously. |If the answer is yes, Vacon
declares that a collision has occurred.

In response, the exam ner says that:
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There is only a limted nunber of ways to

i npl enment this operation of determining a

successful transm ssion and an efficient and

sinple way is to . . . conpare the transmtted

nessage with the received nessage (received

retransmtted nessage).
Suppl enental Exami ner’s Answer at 3.

The nmere fact that the prior art may be nodified in
t he manner suggested by the exam ner does not nake the
nodi ficati on obvious unless the prior art suggested the
desirability of the nodification. 1In re Fritch, 972 F.2d
1260, 1266 n.14, 23 USPQ2d 1780, 1783-84 n.14 (Fed. Cr
1992). In the present case, the exam ner has not pointed to
anything in the prior art that suggested the desirability of
conmparing the transmtted nmessage with the received
retransmtted nessage to determne a collision as clained.
The conparing step may well be “an efficient and sinple way”
to determ ne a successful transm ssion as posited by the
exam ner, but the exam ner has not shown that it was suggested
by the prior art.
The exam ner reasonably relies on WInoth to show

use of different frequencies. However, WInoth does not nake

up for the above-noted deficiencies.
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Thus, the rejection wll not be sustained.

CONCLUSI ON
The rejection of clains 1-6, 8-12, 14-16 and 18 is
not sustai ned.

REVERSED

JOHN C. MARTI N
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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