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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Appel | ants have appealed to the Board fromthe exam ner’s
final rejection of claims 1 to 26, which constitute all the
clainms in the application.

Representative claim1l is reproduced bel ow

1. A user interface for managi ng text I/O between a user
and a parallel program conprising:

a user termnal for communicating with a parallel processing
system executing a parallel program said parallel program
including a plurality of individual tasks which nmay be executing
in parallel with each other, said user term nal having a display
screen;

an I/ O status manager for continuously displaying an array
of text I/O status indicators on said screen, each one of said
tasks corresponding uniquely to a different one of said text 1/0O
status indicators, each of said text 1/O status indicators having
a first designated graphical state for indicating that a
particul ar task corresponding to said each text 1/0O status
i ndi cat or has text output that has not been displayed yet on said
screen and a second desi gnated graphical state for indicating
that said particular task is requesting text input fromsaid user
termnal; and

a text 1/0 manager controllable by a user at said term na
for opening an I/O wi ndow in said screen corresponding to any
selected text I/O status indicator, said |I/O w ndow di spl ayi ng
text 1/Ofor the particular task which corresponds to said
selected text I/O status indicator.

The follow ng references are relied on by the exam ner:
aAdiff et al. (Aiff) 4,713, 656 Dec. 15, 1987

Noguchi et al. (Noguchi) 5,237, 653 Aug. 17, 1993
(Filed June 04, 1987)
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Clains 1 to 26 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103. As
evi dence of obviousness, the examner relies upon Adiff in view
of Noguchi .

Rat her than repeat the positions of the appellants and the
exam ner, reference is made to the brief and the answer for the

respective details.

OPI NI ON

We reverse the outstanding rejection of clains 1 to 26 under
35 U S.C § 103.

Bot h i ndependent clains 1 and 26 on appeal require a
paral |l el processing systemoperating on a parallel program having
plural tasks. Froman architectural point of view, both
references relied upon by the exam ner each relate to single
processor-based systens rather than the clainmed nmultiprocessor-
based system Thus, the conbined teachings of the references
woul d not have net this major structural requirenent of each
i ndependent cl ai m on appeal even though we recogni ze and
appel | ant appears to recogni ze that both references relate to a
mul ti-programm ng or multitasking environment consistent with the

paral |l el program aspects of the clains on appeal.
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The maj or di spute between appellants and t he exam ner
revol ves around the feature of independent clainms 1 and 26 that
each text I/O status indicator has a first displayed state
indicating that the task has text output that has not been
di spl ayed yet to the user on the screen and a second visually
di spl ayed state for indicating that the task is requesting text
input fromthe user’s termnal. The exam ner’s view anong the
col lective teachings of Aiff and Noguchi is that diff
essentially teaches that his graphical indications on screen of
prograns awai ting user input may have been “better represented”
as a graphical display as per Noguchi’s approach which al so shows
an icon display arrangenent for a programindicating task
conpletion. These respective features of the two references
appear to be argued to relate to the correspondi ng two di spl ayed
states in the independent clains on appeal.

Al t hough we nmay agree with the examner’s view that the
visual output to the user may be better represented by Noguchi’s
approach, the actual anal ytical approach taken by the exam ner is
to pick and choose features of the respective references to put
themtogether into a single systemas represented by the clains
on appeal. CQur detailed study of both references lead us to

conclude that there is no teaching or suggestion or inferences
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that the artisan would have reasonably derived fromeach and both
references to have justified the examner’s line of reasoning to
conbine the features of the two references to arrive at the
claimed invention wthout the view of prohibited hindsight of
appel l ants’ disclosed and clainmed invention. That certain

features may have been desirable or could have been desirable to

have been conbined fromddiff’s and Noguchi’s teachings, show ngs
or suggestions is all that we may ascertain fromthe examner’s
position and our own consideration of each of the references.
Thi s concl usion of the exam ner does not rise to the |evel of
understanding that is required for a valid rejection under 35

US C 8§ 103, that the clained subject matter would have been

obvious to the artisan in light of the prior art relied on.

The nature and quality of evidence of obviousness provided
by diff and Noguchi, coupled with the exam ner’s reasoni ng, does
not |l ead us to conclude that the subject matter of independent
clainms 1 and 26 woul d have been obvious to the artisan within 35
US C 8§ 103. W, therefore, reach a simlar conclusion with
respect to dependent clains 2 through 25.

Accordingly, the decision of the examner is reversed.

REVERSED
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