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This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejection of
claims 1 and 3-10, all of the clains pending in the present
application. Caim2 has been cancel ed.

The clained invention relates to a nethod and appar at us
for extracting nessage bl ocks from mai nt enance nessages used
in a conmunications network. More particularly, Appellants
i ndicate at pages 3-5 of the specification that, upon
detection of a nessage identification within a nmaintenance
message, appropriate masks are retrieved fromnenory. Message
bl ocks are extracted fromthe mai ntenance nessage using the

masks and the extracted nessage bl ocks are stored and given an

identification ID as illustrated in Figure 3 of the draw ngs.
Caimlis illustrative of the invention and reads as

foll ows:

1. A met hod of processing a mai ntenance nessage applied

froma tel ecommuni cati ons network to an integrated network
mai nt enance system the mai ntenance nessage including an
identification code and a plurality of nessage bl ocks, the
mai nt enance nessage indicating status information of the

t el ecomruni cati ons network, the nethod conprising the steps
of :

(a) preparing a plurality of nmessage bl ock extracting
masks by an operator input through a console, wherein each of
t he nessage bl ock extracting masks defines at |east one
position of a nessage block to be extracted fromthe
mai nt enance nessage;
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(b) storing the plurality of nmessage bl ock extracting
masks in a first nmenory;

(c) receiving the nmai ntenance nessage, storing the
mai nt enance nessage in a second nenory and identifying the
mai nt enance nessage based on the identification code of the
recei ved nmai nt enance nessage;

(d) retrieving one of the nessage bl ock extracting nasks
fromthe first nenory based on the identification code of the
recei ved nai nt enance nessage, and storing the retrieved nask
in the second nenory;

(e) extracting one of the nessage bl ocks fromthe
recei ved nai nt enance nessage using the retrieved nmask stored
in the second nenory;

(f) affixing a block identification to the nmessage bl ock
extracted in step (e); and

(g) storing the nmessage bl ock with the bl ock
identification in a third nmenory.

The Examiner relies on the followng prior art:

Anderson et al. (Anderson) 4,284, 849 Aug. 18,
1981

Little 4, 455, 455 Jun. 19,
1984

Cronin et al (Cronin), "Network Control Center", |EEE
publication, 1981, pp. Gr7.3.1-G/. 3. 6.

Clains 1 and 3-5 stand finally rejected under 35 U S. C
8§ 103 as bei ng unpatentabl e over Anderson in view of Cronin.

Clains 6-10 stand finally rejected under 35 U S.C. §8 103 as
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bei ng unpat ent abl e over Anderson in view of Cronin and further
in viewof Little.

Rat her than reiterate the argunents of Appellants and the
Exam ner, reference is made to the Briefs? and Answers for the
respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON

It is our view, after consideration of the record before
us, that the collective evidence relied upon and the |evel of
skill in the particular art would not have suggested to one of
ordinary skill in the art the obviousness of the invention as
set forth in clains 1 and 3-10. Accordingly, we reverse.

Wth respect to independent clainms 1, 3, 4, and 5, the
Exam ner, as the initial basis for the obviousness rejection,
proposes to nodify the nmessage nonitoring conmunications
system of Anderson by relying on Cronin to supply the m ssing
teachi ng of preparing the nessage bl ock extracting masks

t hrough an operator console. |In addition, the Examner, in

2 The Appeal Brief was filed April 18, 1996. In response
to the Exami ner’s Answer dated June 28, 1996, a Reply Brief
was filed August 26, 1996. The Exam ner entered the Reply
Brief and submitted a Suppl enmental Exam ner’s Answer dated
Decenber 4, 1996.
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attenpting to address the clai mlanguage requiring
"...affixing a block identification to the nessage bl ock
extracted..." (Caiml and simlar recitations in the other
i ndependent clains 3, 4, and 5) and recogni zing a | ack of
explicit teaching in Anderson of providing an identification
for an extracted nessage, offers two alternative approaches.
In the first, the Exam ner suggests (Answer, page 6) the
obvi ousness to the skilled artisan of adding ID bits to the
extracted nessage to provide easier identification of the
message. Alternatively, the Exam ner asserts that Anderson
provides for the affixing of IDinformation to the extracted
nmessage bl ock sinply by virtue of the address associated with
the register in which the extracted nmessage bl ock is stored.
Wi |l e Appell ants have nade several argunents in response,
the primary thrust of the argunents centers on the all eged
deficiency in any of the applied references in disclosing the
af orenenti oned extracted nessage block ID affixing feature.
Upon careful review of the applied prior art in |ight of
Appel l ants’ argunents, we are in agreenent with Appellants’
stated position in the Briefs. In our view, the reasoning in
both of the Exam ner’s approaches related to the clained ID

5
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affixing feature is not well founded. As to the assertion of
obvi ousness with regard to the adding of ID bits to an
extracted nessage bl ock, we find that the Exam ner has not
established that such a teaching is taught or suggested in the
prior art. W are not inclined to dispense with proof by

evi dence when the proposition at issue is not supported by a
teaching in a prior art reference, comon know edge or capable
of unquestionabl e denonstration. Qur review ng court requires

this evidence in order to establish a prima facie case. In re

Knapp- Monarch Co., 296 F.2d 230, 232, 132 USPQ 6, 8 (CCPA

1961); In re Cofer, 354 F.2d 664, 668, 148 USPQ 268, 271-72

(CCPA 1966). Further, the nere fact that the prior art may be
nodi fied in the manner suggested by the Exam ner does not nmake
the nodification obvious unless the prior art suggested the

desirability of the nodification. 1n re Fritch, 972 F. 2d

1260, 1266 n. 14, 23 USPQ@d 1780, 1783-84 n. 14 (Fed. Cr
1992).

Wth regard to the Exam ner’s contention that Anderson’s
storage of messages in an address associ ated regi ster amounts
to affixing of an ID to an extracted nessage, we note,
initially, that the Exam ner has not pointed to any disclosure

6
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in Anderson which relates a register address to nessage
identification. It is our view, however, that even assum ng
arguendo that such teaching exists in Anderson, such an
arrangenment would fall far short of neeting the claim

requi renents. We agree with Appellants’ argunment (Brief, page

6) that the clained step of af fi xi ng a bl ock
identification to the nessage block ..." requires sonething in
addition to the address of the location of the register in
whi ch the extracted nessage is stored.

In view of the above discussion, it is our opinion, that
since all of the limtations of independent clains 1 and 3-5

are not suggested by the prior art, the Exam ner has not

established a prima facie case of obviousness. Accordingly,

we do not sustain the 35 U . S.C. 8§ 103 rejection of independent
claims 1 and 3-5 nor of clains 6-10 which depend therefrom

W note that, with regard to dependent clains 6-10, the
Exam ner has applied the Little reference solely to neet the
editing features of these clains. Little, however, does not
overcone the innate deficiencies of Anderson and Cronin

di scussed previously.
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In sunmary, we have not sustained either of the

Exam ner’ s obvi ousness rejections of the clainms on appeal.

Therefore, the Exam ner’s decision rejecting clains 1 and 3-10

is reversed.

REVERSED

JAVES D. THOVAS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

JOSEPH F. RUGE ERO
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

STUART N. HECKER
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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