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This is a decision on the appeal fromthe examner's
final rejection of clainms 1 to 15, which constitute all the
clainms pending in the application. In the initial examner's
answer, the examiner allowed clains 1 through 4, and 8 through
12. As a result of the supplenental exam ner's answer nail ed
on Septenber 30, 1998, which follows froma remand to the
exam ner fromthis panel on July 30, 1998, the exam ner has
withdrawn a rejection as to clains 6 and 14 and indi cates they
woul d be allowable if rewitten in independent formincluding
all the limtations of the base claimand any intervening
clains. Therefore, the clains that remain on appeal for our
consideration are clainms 5, 7, 13 and 15.

Representative claim5 is reproduced bel ow

5. A nmethod for generating a list of places of interest
geographically |l ocated near a travel route, the nethod
conprising the steps of:

providing a user interface for receiving user input;

provi ding a routing database havi ng geographic
information for roads and places within a geographic region;

providing a place of interest database havi ng geographic
center data indicating the geographic |ocations of geographic
centers within the geographic region and places of interest
data associ ati ng each place of interest with one of the
geographi c centers;
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selecting, via the user interface, a departure point and
a destination point geographically located within the
geogr aphi c region;

using the routing database to generate a travel route
bet ween the sel ected departure point and the sel ected
destinati on point;

sel ecting geographic centers fromthe places of interest
dat abase which are geographically located within a
predet erm ned di stance of the generated travel route; and

generating a list of places of interest associated with
the sel ected geographic centers.

The reference relied on by the exam ner is:

Per son 5, 067, 081 Nov. 19,
1991

Clains 5, 7, 13 and 15 stand rejected under 35 U S. C
§ 102(b) as being anticipated by Person.

Rat her than repeat the positions of the appellants and
the exam ner, reference is made to the various briefs and
answers for the details thereof.

OPI NI ON

We sustain the rejection essentially for the reasons set
forth by the exam ner in the answer, further in view of the
fol | ow ng.

The context in which Person operates as it applies to
representative i ndependent claim5 on appeal is set forth at
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colum 5, lines 12 through 28. There it is indicated that the
external menory device 26 in Figure 2 nay store geographica
areas such as county, state, region, country or continent as a
basis of the generalized geographic region clainmed. The
cl ai mred geographical |ocation corresponds to the latitude and
| ongi -tudi nal coordinates of the respectively identified
physi cal centers which relate to the geographic centers of the
claimor other various points or |andmarks or areas to be
navi gat ed based on nanme along the path in which they are
| ocated. The external nmenber 26 is also shown in Figure 3.
Figure 3 al so shows other types of nenories in which
information is | ocated: popul ation center nenory 69; |andmark
menory 71 and roadway or |inear nmenory 73, in addition to the
path nenory 77 and radius nmenory 75. These are di scussed
begi nning at the bottomof colum 9. At least with respect to
the landmark nmenory 71 at columm 10, lines 5-12, the clained
pl aces of interest database may conprise this nenory and
respective identifiers such as parks or airports may conprise
t he cl ai ned geographic centers. Additionally, the discussion
beginning at colum 5, line 35 indicates that the entire
system operates by retrieving various types of data fromthe
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various menories and reading theminto the tenporary nenory
storage unit, which is identified as the RAM nenory storage
chip 56 in Figure 3 and shown as well in the m croconputer
unit in Figure 2. For purposes of determining a given route
within Person all data is processed wthin this RAM nenory.
Thus, there is an additional broadly definable “places of

i nt erest database” having the stated nmain elenents in a broad
“association” to the extent recited in the providing clause of
representative claim5 on appeal.

At least, within Person, the act of the user selecting
various radi uses as di scussed beginning at colum 7, line 16
corresponds to the broad selecting clause of representative
claim5 on appeal. The user, for exanple, may selectively
vary the radius of the current or designated |ocation or the
path itself (see also Figure 4) which allows the user to
sel ect various “geographic centers” fromthe noted pl aces of
i nterest database as defined earlier within a predeterm ned
di stance of the travel route. The final step of generating a
list of places at the end of representative claim5 on appeal

as well as the display aspect thereof in its dependent claim



Appeal No. 96-0463
Application 08/ 069, 161

7, is met by the final display to the user in Person. Note,
for exanple, colum 14, lines 3 through 10 and 59 through 66.
Representative claim5 on appeal requires that the places
of interest database within it have “places of interest data
associ ating each place of interest wwth one of the geographic
centers.” The same argunent made in the original brief at the
bottom of page 9, as well as repeated in the nost recent
suppl enmental reply brief, that in Person “each place of
interest is not associated with a separate geographic
| ocation, but rather is correlated to a nearby geographic
center” is msplaced. The argunent nmade is not what is
actually recited in the claim The separateness of the
association is not precluded by the | anguage of representative
claim5. Person clearly neets the |anguage cl ai mred. Person
perfornms “geocoding” to the extent clainmed. The assertion
made at page 10 of the original brief that Person “fails to
di scl ose a places of interest database having pl aces of
i nterest grouped by geographic center” is also m spl aced.
There is no claimed “grouping.” There is only a broadly
recited “association.” The claimdoes not preclude each pl ace
of interest having its own geographic center.
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Even though we recogni ze that Person directly correl ates
by latitude and | ongitude each and all named itens within the
various nenories, appellants' invention never |oses sight of
this anong the vari ous dat abases anyway. Appellants
recitation of the clained “geographic center” anounts to an
indirect, intermediate manner of correlating the disclosed
| atitude and | ongitude of each place of interest. To the
extent clainmed, we see no patentable distinction. In any
event, the broadly defined use in Person of the tenporary
menory correlates all data fromall the various nenories in
one common “dat abase” directly or indirectly broadly
associ ated or correlated. To the extent clainmed, the clains
on appeal do not distinguish over the teachings in Person even
within 35 U S.C. 8§ 102 since the reader is placed in
possession of the clainmed invention given due consideration to
anal ogousness of the term nology in Person to that which is
clainmed in the proper context.

Si nce appellants' briefs do not present argunents
di stingui shing between any claim5, 7, 13 and 15 on appeal,

all clainms fall together.
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In view of the foregoing, the decision of the exam ner
rejecting clains 5, 7, 13 and 15 under 35 U.S.C. 8 102 is
af firnmed.

No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in

connection with this appeal nmay be extended under 37 CFR

§ 1.136(a).
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