The opinion in support of the decision being entered
today was not witten for publication and is not binding
precedent of the Board.
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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains
1 through 14 and 18 through 20.

The disclosed invention relates to a distributed
buffering arrangenent in which a buffer circuit that is
functionally independent froma functional circuit, and that

resides on the sane mcrocircuit as the functional circuit
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buffers control signals.
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Caimlis illustrative of the clained invention, and it
reads as foll ows:

1. A device for use in an array of mcrocircuit
devi ces, said array of devices having distributed buffering
of control signals, each device requiring buffered control
signals to be applied thereto, said array further
i ncluding a network for di stribution of said buffered
control signals to said array of devi ces, each of said
devi ces conpri sing:

functional circuitry for processing signals applied
t hereto; and

a buffer circuit functionally independent from and
residing on the sanme mcrocircuit as said functional

circuitry, wherein each buffer circuit buffers one of a
plurality of control signals, each said one buffered
control signal being applied to said network for
distribution to functional circuitry of devices of said
array.

The references relied on by the exam ner are:

Hof f man et al . (Hoffman) 3, 868, 657 Feb
25, 1975

Redwi ne 4,110, 639 Aug. 29,
1978

Mat suo et al. (Matsuo) 5,134, 583 Jul . 28,
1992

Claims 1, 3, 5 through 8, 10, 12 through 14 and 18
t hrough 20 stand rejected under 35 U . S.C. § 102 as anti ci pated
by Matsuo or, in the alternative, under 35 U S.C. § 103 as
bei ng unpatentabl e over Matsuo.

Clains 2, 9 and 20 stand rejected under 35 U S.C. § 103
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as being unpatentable over Matsuo in view of Redw ne.
Claims 4 and 11 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103 as
bei ng unpat ent abl e over Matsuo in view of Hoffman.
Ref erence is nade to the briefs and the answer for the
respective positions of the appellant and the exam ner.
OPI NI ON
Wth the exception of the 35 U S.C. § 102/35 U.S.C. § 103
rejections of clains 18 and 19, all of the rejections are
reversed
Turning first to the 35 U S.C. § 102/35 U. S.C. § 103
rej ections based upon the teachi ngs of Matsuo, appell ant
argues (Brief, page 6) that:
In addressing this rejection, the first
problemis that the DIB buffer circuit
[in Matsuo] is an [sic, a] “data input
buffer circuit” (cf. *583, Colum 5,
line 66 through Columm 6, line 13 wherein
is found a description of this buffer
circuit). The control signal DIC_is not
buffered by this circuit, but controls the

passage of data signals through this data
buffer circuit.

Mat suo clearly explains (colum 2, lines 21 through 25;
colum 4, lines 21 through 43; and colum 5, |ine 66 through
colum 6, line 13) that data, and not the control signal, is
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buffered by the data input buffer DIB. For this reason, we
will reverse the 35 U S.C. § 102/35 U. S.C. 8§ 103 rejections of

claims 1, 3, 5 through 8, 10, 12 through 14 and 20.
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Appel l ant’ s argunent (Brief, pages 10 and 11) concerni ng
the buffering of control signals in the systemof claiml18 is
Wi thout nmerit since this claimdoes not recite such signals.
When this claimis given its broadest reasonabl e
interpretation,® we find that the clained buffered “signals”
is broad enough to read on the data signals that are buffered
in Matsuo. For this reason, we will sustain the 35 U S.C 8§
102/35 U.S.C. 8 103 rejections of claim18. W wll |ikew se
sustain the 35 U S.C. 8§ 102/35 U. S.C. 8§ 103 rejections of
cl ai m 19 because appell ant has not presented separate
patentability argunents for this claim

The 35 U.S.C. 8 103 rejection of clains 2, 9 and 20 based
upon the conbi ned teachings of Matsuo and Redwi ne is reversed
because Matsuo is silent concerning a pull-up resistor that is
operable in connection with the buffer circuit, and the
“elenments 43 and 44” in Redwine are not pull-up resistors

(Answer, page 6).

During ex parte exam nation of an application, clains are
gi ven their broadest reasonable interpretation, and
[imtations appearing in the specification are not to be read
into the clains. Inre Etter, 756 F.2d 852, 858, 225 USPQ 1,

5 (Fed. Gr. 1985).
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The 35 U.S.C. §8 103 rejection of clains 4 and 11 is
reversed because the teachings of Hof fman do not cure the
noted shortcomng in the teachi ngs of Matsuo.

DECI SI ON

The decision of the exam ner rejecting clains 1, 3, 5
t hrough 8, 10, 12 through 14 and 18 through 20 under 35 U.S.C.
§ 102/35 U.S.C. 8 103 is affirnmed as to clains 18 and 19, and
is reversed as to the remai nder of the clainms. The decision
of the examner rejecting clains 2, 4, 9, 11 and 20 under 35
U S C
8 103 is reversed. Accordingly, the decision of the exam ner

is affirmed-in-part.
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No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in

connection wth this appeal

§ 1.136(a).

KWH: hh

AFFI RVED- | N- PART

KENNETH W HAI RSTON
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

LEE E. BARRETT
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

PARSHOTAM S. LALL
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

may be extended under 37 C. F.R
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