TH'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 witten for publication in a law journal and (2) is
not bi ndi ng precedent of the Board.
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Bef ore HAI RSTON, GRCSS and LALL, Adm nistrative Patent Judges.

LALL, Administrative Patent Judge.

DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal under 35 U S.C. 8§ 134 from

the Examiner's final rejection? of Clains 1 to 20.

Y Application for patent filed June 27, 1994.

2An anendnent after final was filed on July 14, 1995
[ paper no. 8] but was denied entry [paper no. 9]. Another
anmendnent after final was filed on Nov. 14, 1995 [ paper no.
15] and was entered in the record for the purposes of the
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The di sclosed invention is directed to a systemand a
nmet hod of storing data in a linked Iist nenory architecture
whi ch supports a plurality of linked |lists. The system and
the nethod of the present invention inproves systemefficiency
by witing data and a correspondi ng pointer to a single nenory
| ocation in a single wite cycle. The invention is further
illustrated by the follow ng claim

Representative claim1l is reproduced as foll ows:

1. A nethod for storing data in a nenory having a

plurality of linked |lists and a free list, conprising the

steps of:

(a) determning one of the plurality of linked lists in
which data is to be stored;

(b) determining a next avail abl e address for said |inked
list determned in said step (a), wherein said next available
address points to a current |ocation at which the data is to
be stored for said linked Iist;

(c) determning a free list start address, wherein said
free list start address indicates an address of an avail abl e
| ocation in the free list; and

(d) witing the data and said free list start address to
said current location in a single wite cycle.

appeal [paper no. 16].
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The Exam ner’s rejection® relies on the follow ng
ref erence:

Livay et al. al. (Livay) 5, 359, 568 Cct. 25,
1994

Clainms 1 through 20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102
as being anticipated by Livay.

Rat her than repeat the argunents of Appellants or the
Exam ner, we nake reference to the briefs* and the answer for
the respective details thereof.

CPI NI ON

We have considered the rejections advanced by the
Exam ner and the supporting argunments. W have, |ikew se,
reviewed the Appellants’ argunents set forth in the briefs.

It is our viewthat clains 1 to 20 are not antici pated by

Li vay. Accordingly, we reverse.

3The Exaniner has also listed in the Exam ner’s answer
Burrows, U S. Patent 5,303,302 and Wrth, a publication

entitled “Algorithnms+ ...”. However, they are not relied on
in the rejection on appeal. As such, they are not discussed
her e.

“Areply brief was filed on Jul. 8, 1996 and was entered
in the record on Aug. 5, 1996 wi thout any further response by
t he exam ner.
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In our analysis, we are guided by the precedence of our
reviewi ng court that the limtations fromthe disclosure are

not to be inported into the clains. |n re Lundberg, 244 F. 2d

543, 548, 113 USPQ 530, 534 (CCPA 1957); ln re Queener, 796

F.2d 461, 464, 230 USPQ 438, 440 (Fed. Circuit. 1986). W are
al so mi ndful of the requirenents of anticipation under 35
US C § 102. Anticipation under 35 US.C. § 102 is
established only when a single prior art reference discl oses,
ei ther expressly or under the principles of inherency, each

and every elenment of a clained invention. See RCA Corp. V.

Applied Digital Data Systens, Inc., 730 F.2d 1440, 1444, 221

USPQ 385, 388 (Fed. Circuit. 1984).

Rejection of clains 1 to 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 102

These clains are rejected as being anticipated by Livay.
We first consider independent claim1l. W have studied the
positions of the Exam ner [answer, pages 3 to 10] and
Appel lants [brief, pages 5 to 13 and reply brief, pages 2 to
3]. Wiile the Exam ner has nmade an excellent effort in
responding to the Appellants’ argunents, the rejection fails.

An anticipation rejection requires that each and every el enent
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of a clainmed invention be disclosed by a single reference.
Here, we find that Livay falls short of that requirenent. For
exanpl e, Livay does not disclose the clained feature of
“witing the data and said free |ist start address to said

current location in a single

wite cycle” (claiml1, lines 9 to 10). The Exam ner contends,
in response to the Appellants’ argunment that a single nenory

| ocation is used to store data and a correspondi ng poi nter,
that “there is no nention of adjacent storage of such el enents
in the claimlanguage” [answer, page 9]. The Exam ner seens
to view the “location” as conprised of elenents 212, LLT and

t he PO NTER- TABLE in Livay, see figure 1. Before going
further with this interpretation, we note that such
interpretation is not consistent with Appellants’
specification. For exanple, Appellants, on page 4, lines 24
to 26, disclose that “[Als noted, each nenory | ocation has two

fields: a data field to store the packet data; and a pointer
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field to store a pointer to the next space in nenory for that
chain.” On the other hand, Livay utilizes two separate

| ocations to store the data and the pointer address, see 212
or 10 and LLT in figures 1 and 2. Livay does disclose that
one read and one wite can be done during the same nenory
cycle and FIFO nenory systemis capabl e of updating the tables
LLT and PT during the sane cycle in which a FIFO is accessed,
see colum 5, lines 52 to 57. However, the pointer

information is being updated in the tables LLT and PT, and the

data is being accessed el sewhere (i.e., another location) in
FIFO  Therefore, we conclude that Livay does not anticipate
claim1l. Consequently, we do not sustain the anticipation
rejection of claim1 over Livay.

The ot her independent clainms, 8, 15 and 20, each have a
limtation which corresponds to the limtation discussed
above, nanely: “fourth neans for witing . . . data and .
start address to said current location in a single wite

cycle” (claim8), “nmeans for witing . . . data and said free
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list start address to the location indicated by said next
avai |l abl e address” (claim15) and “witing the data and said .
start address to one of said . . . addresses in a single
wite cycle” (claim20). Therefore, we also do not sustain
the anticipation rejection of clains 8 15 and 20. Since the
dependent clains have at |least the limtation of the
respective i ndependent cl ai ns above, the anticipation
rejection of dependent clains 2 to 7, 9 to 14 and 16 to 19

over Livay is also not sustained.

The decision of the Examiner rejecting clains 1 to 20

under 35 U.S.C. 8 102 is reversed.

REVERSED
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