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The opinion in support of the decision being entered
today (1) was not witten for publication in a | aw
journal and (2) is not binding precedent of the
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Bef ore THOVAS, HAI RSTON, and FLEM NG Adnini strati ve Patent
Judges.

HAI RSTON, Adnini strative Patent Judge.

DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 1
through 18. In an Anendnent After Final (paper nunber 6),
claim1l was anended.

The di scl osed invention relates to a nethod and appar at us

for presenting an object in a data processing system

! Application for patent filed June 25, 1993.
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Claiml is illustrative of the clained invention, and it
reads as foll ows:

1. A method of presenting an object in a data processing
system said presentation being with a presentation device,
sai d data processing systemhaving a user interface that is
separate fromsaid presentation device, conprising the steps
of :

a) di spl ayi ng a representation of said object on said
user interface;

b) providing said object with attributes that are
rel evant to the presentation of said object;

C) determinining froman input provided by way of said
despl ayed obj ect representation on said user interface if said
object is to be presented; and

d) transform ng said object into a displayable fornmat
in accordance with said attributes and providing said
transforned object to said presentation device if said object
is to be presented.

The reference relied on by the exam ner is:

Nor den- Paul et al. (Norden-Paul) 5,247,611 Sept. 21
1993

(effective filing date Sept. 15,
1989)

Claims 1 through 18 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103
as bei ng unpat ent abl e over Norden- Paul

Ref erence is nade to the brief and the answer for the
respective positions of the appellants and the exam ner.

OPI NI ON

2
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We have carefully considered the entire record before us,
and we will reverse the obviousness rejection.

In the grounds of the rejection of claim1l (Answer,
pages 2 and 3), the exami ner broadly refers to the system
console 85 in Norden-Paul (Figure 1) for the step of
“di splaying a representation of said object,” to the bedside
wor kstations in Norden-Paul (Figure 1) for the step of
“providing said object with attributes that are relevant to

the presentation of said object,” to columm 5, line 12 to
colum 6, line 4 of Norden-Paul for the step of “determ ning
of [sic, if] said object is to be presented,” and to Figures 4
through 7 of Norden-Paul for the step of “transform ng said
object into a displayable format.” According to the exam ner
(Answer, page 4), the patient nonitoring equipnent 8, 10, 28
and 30 of Norden-Paul are “equivalent to the clained ‘user
interface,’”” the patient forns are “equivalent to the clained
“object,”” and the network adm nistration term nal 85 “can be
viewed as a ‘user interface’ which transfers the data to the
‘representation device' as clained.”

W agree with appellants’ argunent (Brief, pages 5 and 6)

t hat :
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Nor den- Paul teaches a network of conputers that

is used for displaying patient records, such as

medi cati ons adm ni stered and a patient’s

physi ol ogi cal paraneters (heart rate, etc.).

Nor den- Paul focuses on providing a type of patient

record that is flexible enough to neet the needs of

the nedical staff. This is acconplished by allow ng

the cells in a record to be of variable size so as

to contain nore or | ess data.

We do not, however, agree with appellants’ argunent
(Brief, page 6) that “Norden-Paul does not teach displaying a
representation of an object on a user interface, and
determining froman input provided by way of the displayed
obj ect representation on the user interface if the object is
to be presented by a presentation device that is separate from
the user interface.” |If nedical advice is prepared on a form
or “object” at the system console 85 for presentation or
di splay at only the nurse’s workstation, then the user of the
system consol e can type in the address of the nurse’s
wor kstation on the formto prevent the nedical advice from
bei ng di spl ayed at the bedsi de workstations. An address typed
on the formor “object” is an “attribute” of both the formor

“object” and the nurse’s workstation. Thus, we do not agree

wi th appellants’ argunment (Brief, page 7) that Norden-Pau
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does not “provide the objects with attributes that are
rel evant to the presentation of the object” (Brief, page 7).
Wth respect to the clainmed “transform ng” of the "object
into a displayable format in accordance with said attributes,”
we do not agree with the exam ner’s unsupported concl usion
(Answer, page 5) that the “attributes which are used .
can be found in Norden-Paul[’s] network adm nistration
system” Norden-Paul is conpletely silent as to such a
di splay transformation attribute. W are not aware of any
necessity for such a transformation in the Norden-Paul system
and the exam ner has not provided any |ine of reasoning
addressing this point. For this reason, we agree with
appel l ants’” argunent (Brief, page 7) that “Norden-Paul does
not teach this, as there is no suggestion of transform ng the
obj ect before providing the object to a presentation device.”
Based upon the foregoing, the obviousness rejection of
all of the clainms on appeal is reversed because they are al
directed to transformng the object into a displayable format

in accordance with an attri bute.
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DECI SI ON
The decision of the exam ner rejecting clains 1 through
18 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 is reversed.

REVERSED

JAMES D. THOVAS )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
)
)
)
) BOARD OF PATENT
KENNETH W HAI RSTON ) APPEALS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) AND
) | NTERFERENCES
)
)
)
M CHAEL R. FLEM NG )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
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