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The opinion in support of the decision being entered today
(1) was not witten for publication in a |law journal and
(2) is not binding precedent of the Board.
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ON BRI EF

Bef ore THOVAS, MARTI N, and LEE, Adninistrative Patent Judges.

MARTI N, Admi ni strative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 134 fromthe
examner's final rejection of clains 1-11, all of the pending
clainms, under 35 U.S.C. § 103. W reverse.

The invention

The invention is directed to a nmethod for capturing data

for debuggi ng purposes when an exception condition in the form

of a "Major Error,"™ occurs during operation of a software

! Application for patent filed March 18, 1993.
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program (Spec. at 1, lines 4-7 and p. 7, lines 16-20). Wen a
"Major Error" occurs, "the program|oses control of the
operations and is no longer able to detect itself the error or
failure" (Spec. at 6, lines 24-25).

Appel l ants' invention can be summari zed as follows. The
programcode is divided into |ogical subsets called Tasks
(Spec. at 13, lines 6-8). Each Task or subset is used to
devel op a corresponding data table including a plurality of
Fam | i es each containing a description of the data fields to
capture in the event of the corresponding error (Spec. at 13,
lines 20-25). 1In a steady state, the Famlies are activated
one after the other at the key points of the program code such
that at each key point a Famly is selected by the Task in the
Activation Table (Spec. at 18, lines 5-10). Wen a Mjor
Error occurs, the task | oses control of the operations and the
error is instead detected by a control program which calls on
an error handler programto retrieve the data fields
identified in the | ast subset (of the data table) that was

selected by the activation table (Spec. at 18, |ines 18-21).
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The cl ai s

Claims 1 and 9 are the only independent clainms. Caiml,
which is representative, reads as foll ows:

1. A sel ective nmethod for capturing data in software
exception conditions (Major Errors) during the operation of a
data processing system said systemoperating with at | east
one task, each said task being endowed with a dedi cated nenory
space and bei ng executed on instruction of a control program
characterized in that it involves the steps of:

- defining dynamcally for each task a data table (Task Data
Tabl e 200), said data table being divided into a certain
nunber of subsets (Famlies 206)

- describing in each subset (Famly 206) once at the begi nning
of the task execution, the data fields, permanently defined in
the nenory of the task, which are relevant for the Mjor
Errors anticipated by the task,

- describing in each subset (Famly 206), in the course of the
execution of the task, the data fields, dynam cally defined by
means of tenporary nenory allocation, which are relevant for

t he exception condition (Major Error) anticipated by the task,

- selecting (403, 703) at each potential exception condition
in the code the appropriate subset (Fam |y 206) in an
activation table (405 or 705) unique for each task,

- detecting, when it occurs, an exception condition (409, 709)
and identifying the faulty task,

- transferring the control of the operations to an error
handl er code (Error Handler 411 or 711), said code being
endowed with a priority level higher than the | evel of the
tasks and being authorized to access the tasks nenory,

- retrieving by the error handler code (Error Handler 411 or
711) the pertinent data fields fromthe descriptions (208)

- 3 -
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contained in the last subset (Fam |y 206) selected in the
activation table (405 or 705) associated with the faulty task.

The reference and stated ground of rejection
The sole reference naned in the rejection is:

Cobb et al. (Cobb) 5,119, 377 June 2,
1992

Clains 1-11 stand rejected under 8§ 103 for obvi ousness
over Cobb.
The nerits of the rejection

Cobb, which is described at pages 5-7 of the "Background
Art" portion of appellants' specification, enploys table to
i ndicate which data to retrieve in response to detection of an
error:

The EDDC [Early Detection Data Capture] process
requi res construction of a table which wll be
referred to as the Application Data Tabl e (ADT).

Its entries contain detailed informati on about the
probl em program and are sel ected by the error
detection code as paraneters on the call to the EDDC
process. The EDDC process uses this table
information to generate a dunp of specific program
storage areas, to create an entry in a software
error log and to build a software generic alert.
This table is the backbone of the EDDC process. It
is a predefined table that provides the process with
all the information required to provide useful and
meani ngf ul di agnostic data outputs. [Col. 4, lines
21-32.]
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However, we agree with appellants that Cobb does not disclose
the clained steps of "selecting . . . at each potenti al
exception condition in the code the appropriate subset

in an activation table . . . unique for each task"” (enphasis

added), and then, in response to detection of the occurrence

of an exception condition, "retrieving . . . the pertinent
data fields fromthe descriptions . . . contained in the |ast
subset . . . selected in the activation table . . . associated

with the faulty task"” (enphasis added). These limtations
make it clear that the activation table, throughout execution
of the programcode, identifies the subset in the data table
whi ch corresponds to the potential exception condition
currently of concern. Cobb, in contrast, does not track
potential errors or the corresponding information in the data
table. Instead, Cobb waits until an actual error has been
detected to determ ne which data in the data table corresponds
t her et o:

The Early Detection Data Capture process uses
permanent|ly placed error detection points |ocated
strategically within a software program when
initially devel oped. The detection points check the
status of the software programthroughout its

execution. If an error is detected, the EDDC
process is called. Unless an error is detected, the
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EDDC process renmains conpletely inactive. [Col. 3,
lines 31-38.]

The exam ner's argunent that the foregoing claimlimtations
are satisfied because "figure 5, for exanple teaches sel ecting
causes for potential exceptions (see also Figure 6-9)" (Answer
at 10) is unpersuasive, because none of these figures relate
to identifying, during execution of the program code, the data
in the data table which corresponds to the potential error
currently of concern. Consequently, we are not persuaded that
Cobb, the only reference before us, discloses or suggests the
"selecting" and "retrieving" steps of claim1l or the
corresponding steps in claim9, the only other independent
claim

Nor are we persuaded that Cobb discl oses or suggests
claim1l' s step of "describing in each subset . . . , in the
course of the execution of the task, the data fields,
dynam cal ly defined by neans of a tenporary nenory allocation,
which are relevant for the exception condition (Major Error)
anticipated by the task."? The exam ner contends this

[imtation is satisfied because "dynam c nenory allocation is

2 No such limtation appears in clains 9-11
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i nherent to any process operating on a conputer, [sic, ;] when
t hat process needs nore space the conputer's operating system
all ocates that nenory for its tenporary usage" (Answer at 4).
Wiile this is true, it does not satisfy the claimlanguage in
guestion, which requires that the tenporary nenory | ocations
be stored in the correspondi ng subsets of the data table.

For the foregoing reasons, the rejection of claim1l and
its dependent clains 2-8 is reversed, as is the rejection of

i ndependent claim9, and its dependent clainms 10 and 11

REVERSED

JAMVES D. THOVAS )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
)
)
) BOARD OF PATENT
JOHN C. MARTI N )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) APPEALS AND
)
) | NTERFERENCES
)
JAMESON LEE )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
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