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t Application for patent filed October 4, 1993. According to appellant,
this application is a continuation of Application 07/918,892, filed July 16
1992; which is a continuation of Application 07/657,969, filed February 20

1991; which is a continuation of Application 07/292,189, filed Decenber 30
1988, all abandoned.
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This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 14
and 23 through 30.

The di sclosed invention relates to a buffer connected
bet ween a cache nenory and one or nore nmass storage devices.

Caim114 is illustrative of the clainmed invention, and it
reads as foll ows:

14. In a conputer systemincluding a main nmenory, a
central processing unit (CPU), a buffer, a cache nenory and
one or nore mass storage devices, said CPU, main nenory and
sai d cache nenory bei ng connected to a conmon bus, said buffer
bei ng connected between said cache nenory and said one or nore
mass storage devices, a nethod of transferring data requested
by said CPU between said one or nore mass storage devices and
said main nenory, the nmethod conprising the steps of:

determ ni ng whether said requested data is within said
cache nenory;

transferring a predeterm ned anount of said requested
data from said mass storage device to said buffer when said
requested data is not within said cache nenory;

transferring a portion of said predeterm ned anount of
said requested data fromsaid buffer to said cache nenory
whil e said predeterm ned anount of said requested data is
being transferred fromsaid nmass storage device to said
buffer; and

transferring a predeterm ned portion of said requested
data from said cache nenory to said main nenory while said
predet er-m ned anount of said requested data is being
transferred fromsaid mass storage device to said buffer.

The references relied on by the exam ner are:
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Harris et al. (Harris) 4,048, 625 Sept. 13,
1977
Ryan et al. (Ryan) 4,551, 799 Nov. 5,
1985
Moreno et al. (Moreno) 4,780, 808 Cct. 25,
1988

Clains 14, 23 through 25 and 27 through 30 stand rejected
under 35 U. S.C. 8 103 as bei ng unpatentable over Moreno in
view of Harris.

Claim 26 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103 as being
unpat ent abl e over Moreno in view of Harris and Ryan.

Reference is made to the briefs and the answers for the

respective positions of the appellant and the exam ner.

OPI NI ON
We have carefully considered the entire record before us,
and we will reverse the obviousness rejection of clains 14 and
23 through 30.
At the outset, we note that appellant’s extensive
argunments concerning the type of buffer used in the disclosed
and cl ai ned i nvention are not convincing of the nonobvi ousness

of the claimed invention because the type of buffer is neither
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di scl osed nor clained by appellant (Brief, pages 7 through 14;
Reply Brief, pages 4 through 11).

Appel I ant’ s acknow edged prior art (specification, page
2) notes that it is well known in the art to use a cache
menory between a mass-storage device and a conputer because of
the differences in processing speeds between the mass-storage
devi ce and the conputer. Moreno discloses (Figure 1) such a
cache nenory 30 between a mass-storage device 26 and a host
conputer 10.

The exam ner acknow edges that Moreno discloses only a
si ngl e cache between the nass-storage device and the host
conputer, and concludes that Mreno does not need a second one
because “[i]t appears that a single cache buffer is sufficient
to elimnate data fl ow problemin Mireno’ s systenf (Answer,
page 4).

Harris discloses the use of a first in-first out (FIFO
buffer nenory 7 for feeding data to a peripheral device (e.g.,
printer 6) that processes the data at a nuch slower rate than
the input rate of an input character source 1.

If the data fl ow problemin Mreno has been taken care of
by the cache nenory (Answer, page 4), then we see no need to
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| ook to Harris for a teaching of a FIFO buffer to add to
Moreno. After all, Mreno never discusses a “peripheral data
fl ow problenf (Answer, page 4), and we are not aware of such a
probl emin Moreno. Even if we assune for the sake of

argunment that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary
skill in the art to add a FIFO in Mreno, we are not convinced
by the exam ner’s conclusion (Answer, page 4) that “it would
have been manifestly obvious to . . . incorporate a FIFO

buffer in between the cache nenory and the disk of Mreno’s

systeni (enphasis added). Oher than appellant’s disclosed
and cl ai med invention, nothing in the record would have
suggested such a specific location for the buffer.

In summary, the obviousness rejection of clainms 14, 23
through 25 and 27 through 30 is reversed because “nothing in
the prior art of record suggests incorporating a buffer
bet ween a mass storage device and a cache nenory” (Brief, page
15) .

Ryan di scl oses a dual or two-part cache nenory (Figure
2). A first cache nenory 20 handl es instruction data, and a
second cache nenory 22 handl es operand data. The data fl ow
t hrough one cache nenory is independent of the data flow
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t hrough the other cache nenory. Thus, the obvi ousness
rejection of claim26 is reversed because the independent
cache nenory teachings of Ryan do not cure the noted

shortcom ngs in the teachings of Mdreno and Harris.
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DECI SI ON
The decision of the exam ner rejecting clains 14 and 23
t hrough 30 under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103 is reversed.

REVERSED

KENNETH W HAI RSTON )

Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
)
|

ERRCL A. KRASS ) BOARD OF

PATENT

Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) APPEALS AND
) | NTERFERENCES
)
)

JERRY SM TH )

Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
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