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
written for publication in a law journal and (2) is not binding
precedent of the Board.
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ON BRI EF*

Bef ore THOMAS, RUGE ERO, and GROSS, Adninistrative Patent

Judges.
GROSS, Adninistrative Patent Judge.

DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe exam ner's final
rejection of clainms 13 through 27, which are all of the clains

pending in this application.

1 W observe that on December 29, 1999 (paper no. 33), appellants filed
a wai ver of the oral hearing set for January 10, 2000.
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Appel lants' invention relates to a facsim |l e nachine
connected to a conputer via an exclusive line and also to a
renmote facsimle machine via a telephone line. Caimi13 is
illustrative of the claimed invention, and it reads as
fol |l ows:

13. A facsimle nmachine, conprising:

means for scanning an inmage on a docunent,

means for storing i mage data associated with the scanned
i mage,

means for printing the stored i mage data,

a telephone line for connecting the facsimle machine to
a renote facsimle machine,

an exclusive line for connecting the facsimle nmachine to
a conmputer and through which digital signals are directly
deliverable to the facsimle machine fromthe conputer,

means for transmtting i mage data between the facsinle
machi ne and the renote facsinm|e machi ne based on a standard
facsimle transm ssion procedure, the inmage data conprising at
| east one of inmage data received fromthe conputer and stored
in a nenory and i mage data scanned by a scanner and stored in
a nenory,

means for receiving an instruction conmand fromthe
conput er,

means for transmtting i mage data between the facsimle
machi ne and the conputer based on an instruction conmand
received fromthe conputer,
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means for sending a response signal fromthe facsimle
machi ne to the conputer when the facsimle machi ne receives an
i nstruction command fromthe conputer, whereby operation of
the facsimle machine is supervisable by the conputer,

a nmenory for storing data,

means for calling the renote facsimle machi ne upon an
instruction command fromthe conputer,

means for receiving imge data fromthe renote facsimle
machi ne,

means for storing the imge data received fromthe renote
facsimle nmachine in the nmenory,

means for transferring the stored image data to the
conputer in accordance with the instruction command received
fromthe conputer, the stored i mage data conprising at |east
one of imge data received fromthe renote facsimle nachi ne
and stored in a nenory and i nage data scanned by a scanner and
stored in a nenory, and

means for transferring data between the conputer and the
renote facsimle machine in response to a command received
fromthe conputer.

The prior art reference of record relied upon by the
examner in rejecting the appealed clains is:

Lin 4,991, 200 Feb. 05,
1991

Clainms 13 through 27 stand rejected under 35 U S.C. § 103
as bei ng unpat entabl e over Lin.

Ref erence is nade to the Exam ner's Answer (Paper No. 27,
mai | ed August 22, 1997) for the exam ner's conpl ete reasoning
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in support of the rejections, and to appellants' Brief (Paper
No. 26, filed May 29, 1997), Supplenental Brief (Paper No. 31,
filed October 6, 1999) and Reply Brief (Paper No. 28, filed
Cct ober 23, 1997) for appellants' argunents thereagainst.
CPI NI ON

As a prelimnary nmatter we note that clains 13 and 27 are
the only independent clains before us. Caim27 is directed
to a communi cation systemincluding a conputer and the
identical facsimle machine recited in claim13. Accordingly,
we wll Iimt our discussion to claim13, the broadest claim

We have carefully considered the clainms, the applied
prior art reference, and the respective positions articul ated
by appellant and the exam ner. As a consequence of our
review, we will reverse the obviousness rejection of clains 13
t hrough 27.

Appel I ants have two primary argunments agai nst the
obvi ous-ness of claim 13 over Lin. First, appellants contend
(Brief, pages 11-16) that Lin does not teach or suggest
interposing a facsimle machi ne between a conputer and a
renmote facsimle machine. Second, appellants assert (Brief,
pages 17-20) that Lin does not teach or suggest both a
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tel ephone line to connect the |ocal and renote facsimle
machi nes and al so an exclusive |ine between the | ocal
facsim |l e machi ne and the conputer.

As to the first argunent, Lin states (colum 12, lines
14-25) that the communication between the |ocal and renote fax
machi nes is rare because the conputer is "directly
communi cable with the renote fax machines. . . . However
with the two functions of (E)[fax machine to central office],
and (F)[central office to fax machine], if the conputer has
trouble, the fax machine can still work independently to
communi cate with the renote facsimle stations.” |If the
conputer has difficulty communicating directly with the renote
fax machine, and the l|ocal fax machine is to make the
comuni cation, the conputer nust instruct the |ocal fax
machi ne as to the desired correspondence. Accordingly, Lin
actual ly does suggest the interposition of a facsimle machine
bet ween the conputer and a renote facsimle machi ne, albeit
only under certain circunstances.

Regardi ng the second argunment, however, we find no
suggestion of an exclusive |ine between the |ocal fax machine
and the conputer. In Lin's system communication between the
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conputer and either the | ocal fax nmachine or the renote fax
machi ne goes through switching/sinmulating unit (1), with no
"exclusive line" between the conmputer and the |ocal fax
machi ne (see Figures 1, 2, and 7).

The exam ner asserts (Answer, page 7) that an additional
line is required to allow the facsimle machine to receive and
transmt under the control of the conputer. However, we see
no reason why an exclusive |ine between the conmputer and the
fax machine would be required. Further, the exam ner points
to Lin's statement in the abstract (Answer, page 5) that "the
interface can al so be used exclusively to interconnected [sic]
the conputer (3) and the fax machine (2)," (reference nunerals
added) for a suggestion of an exclusive line. The exam ner's
position apparently relies on Lin's use of the word
"exclusively"” in describing the interface's interconnection of
the conputer and the fax machi ne. However, the entire
di scl osure describes the interface as selectively connecting
the conputer to either the local or the renote fax machi ne.
Accordingly, the interface cannot be considered an excl usive
I ine between the conputer and the |ocal fax nmachine, nor is
t here any suggestion to include one. Therefore, the exam ner
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has failed to establish a prima facie case of obvi ousness, and

we cannot sustain the rejection of claim13 and its
dependents, clains 14-26. Additionally, since claim27
includes all of the [imtations of claim13, the rejection
t hereof al so nust be reversed.

CONCLUSI ON

The decision of the exam ner rejecting clains 13 through

27 under 35 U.S.C. 8 103 is reversed.
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REVERSED

JAMVES D. THOVAS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT

JOSEPH F. RUGAE ERO APPEALS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge AND
| NTERFERENCES

ANl TA PELLMAN GROSS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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