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AMENDMENT AFTER FINAL OFFICE ACTION
Sir:
In response to the Office Action dated June 23, 1994,

“ please amend the above-identified application as follows.

N E CATION
Page 10, line 30, replace "in" by -=into--;
Page 10, line 31, before "subdivided" insert ——ig——7

Page 10, line 31, replace "in" by -=-into=--.

REMARKS

Claims 2-26 are pending in the application and stand
rejected. Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejections is
respectfully reguested.

Claims 2-14 and 18-20 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b)
over Pinkham. Claims 14~17 and 21-26 were rejected under 35
U.S8.C. 103 over Pinkham in view of Rao. These rejections are
regspectfully traversed.

Claim 2 is directed to a memory that can overlap reading
of memory locations in different memory rows. Claim 2
distinguishes from Pinkham and Rao, taken singly or together,
by reciting a memory with a plurality of row decoders wherein

at least two locations Ll and L2 in different memory rows can
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be read so that while one row decoder is activating a row
portion copprising the location Ll and the contents of L1 are
being transferred from one or more sense amplifiers to a memory
output, another row decoder is activating a row portion
comprising the location L2 in a different row and the contents
of L; are being transferred from L2 to one or more sense
amplgfiers, B

Claim 2 is supported by Figs. 3A, 3B and 4. L1 reads on
location M-12 in the first memory row (Fig. 3B). L2 reads on
M-16 in the second row (Fig. 3A). The transfers recited in
Claim 2 read on memory operations during time period t5 of Fig.
4. More particularly, prior to t5, X-decoder 316.R (Fig. 3B)
activates a portion of the first row (specification, page s,

lines 25-26). During time periocd t4 still prior to t5, the

contents of M-12 in the first row are transferred to sense
amplifier 330.R-0 (Fig. 4). Then, during t5:
(1) the contents of M-12 are transferred from amplifier
330.R-0 to output DOUT, and
(2) at the same time, X~-decoder 316.L (Fig. 3A) activates
a portion of the second row (specification, page 8, lines 5-7),
and the contents of M-16 are transferred from M—-16 to amplifier
I 330.L-0,
The burst mode reading operation is fast as a result.
Pinkham does not teach or suggest simultaneous transfer in
different memory rows as recited in Claim 2. Further, Pinkhanm
does not teach or suggest plural row decoders to enable such a
transfer as recited in Claim 2. Indeed, col. 4, lines 45-47 of
Pinkham state with respect to his Fig. 1:
Although the row . . ., decoders are shown
separate, each of the arrays 10-16 shares a
common row decoder . . . .
Rao also does not teach or suggest simultaneous transfer
in different memory rows as recited in Claim 2. Further, while
Rao suggests the possibility of two X decoders (Rao, col, 3,

line 40), Rao does not teach or suggest simultaneous activation
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of portions of different fows by his X-decoders as recited in
Clainm 2.

Thus Pinkham and Rao, taken singly or together, do not
teach or suggest simﬁltaneous transfer in different rows or
simultaneous activation of portions of different rows as
recited in Claim 2 and do not provide the attendant advantages.
Claim 2 and Claims 3~6, 18 and 19 dependent therefrom are
therefore believed to be allowable.

Claim 4 dependent from Claim 2 further distinguishes from
" Pinkham and Rao, taken singly or together, by reciting that
when the contents of L1 are being transferred from one or more
m sense amplifiers to the memory output and the contents of L2
are being transferred from L2 to one or more sense anmplifiers,

the sense amplifiers from which the contents of L1 are being

transferred are enabled and the sense amplifiers to which the
contents of L2 are being transferred are digabled, but these
latter sense amplifiers become enabled subsequently for
amplifying the contents of L2. '

Claim 4 is supported by the specification, page 8, line 23
through page 9, line 11. Sense amplifier 330.L~0 (Fig. 3a) is
disabled while the contents of M-16 are being transferred to
this sense amplifier and the contents of M~12 (Fig. 3B) are
being transferred from gense amplifier 330.R~0 to the cutput.
At the same time, sense amplifier 330.R-0 is enabled. Sense
amplifier 330.L~0 becomes enabled subsequently. This technique
"provides significant power saving". Specification, page 9,
line 8.

Pinkham and Rao, taken singly or together, do not teach or
suggest selective disabling of sense amplifiers as recited in
Claim 4 and do not provide the attendant advantages. Claim 4
is believed to be allowable for this additional reason.

" Claim 7 distinguishes from Pinkham and Rao, taken singly
or together, by reciting a burst mode operation in which a

plurality of memory locations are read out in response to one

LAW OFFICES OF
SEJERVEN, MORRILL,
Moo HERBOK, PRANKLIV
& Fun.
25 METRO DRIVE
SUPTE 00
AN JOSB, CA 93310
Won 731311
FAX (408) 2933383 - 3




£8Y92SE00ANY AluQ soA3 s [8suno? epIsinQ - [eluapiuo) AlybiH

Lr\DMS\785\M-2013_U"“1176.p N PATENT
Septenber 23, 1994 (h.....dn) ,

address and in which the memory locations are read with wrap-
around so that the next location, if any, to be read out after
the last-~addressed location Ln is the first-addressed location

Li. ‘
l Pinkham and Rao, taken singly or together, do not teach or
suggest reading the first-addressed location after the last~
addressed location in response to the same address as racited
in claim 7.

Moreover, Claim 7 distinguishes from Pinkham and Rao,
taken singly or together, by reciting that while the contents
of any location L to be read out other than the last location
to be read out are being transferred from a sense amplifier
means to a memory output, the contente of another location to
be read out in response to the same address are being provided
to the sense amplifier means for amplificétion and subsequent

transfer to the output. Claim 7 and its dependent Claims 8-13

and 20 are therefore believed to be allowable.

In addition, Claim 8 dependent from Claim 7 and Clain 9
dependent from Claim 8 are believed to be allowable for reasong
similar to the reasons discussed above in connection with Clainm
4.

Claim 14 and its dependent Claims 15, 21 and 22 are
believed to be allowable for reasons similar to the reasons
discussed above in connection with Claim 2.

In addition, Claim 15 dependent from Claim 14 is believed
to be allowable for reasons similar to the reasons discussed
above in connection with Claim 4.

Claim 16 and its dependent Claim 17 are believed to .be
allowable for reasons similar to the reasons discussed above in
connection with Claim 7.

In addition, Claim 17 is believed to be allowable for
reasons similar to the reasons discussed above in connection
with Claim 4,

“ Cclaim 23 distinguishes from Pinkham and Raoc, taken singly
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or together, by reciting a memory having a plurality of
subarrays with an X-decoder for each subarray and a Y-decoder
for each subarray.
Claim 23 is supported by Figs. 3A, 3B ;howing X-decoders
316.L, 316.R and Y-decoders 318.L, 318.R for respective
subarrays 314.L, 314.R. Providing an X~-decoder and a Y-decoder
for eéCh subarray 314.L, 514.R allows simultaneous independent
row and co}umn seléction in each subarray.
Pinkham provides only one row decoder and only one column
decoder for his arrays of Fig. 1:
Although the row and column decoders are
shown separate, each of the arrays 10-16
shares a common row decoder and a common
column decoder . . . .

Pinkham, col. 4, lines 45-48.

' Moreover, Pinkham teaches away from separate column
decoders by teaching that separate column decoders "would
significantly increase the circuit density on a . . . chip."
Pinkham, col. 6, lines 56-57.

Rao also teaches only one Y-decoder 16 (Fig. 1) which is
associated with his array 10a (col. 3, line 45). Rao does not
teach or suggest a Y-decoder for his other arrays 10b-10d. On
the contrary, as Rao explains in col. 7, lines 1-2, his "arrays
10b-10d are constructed for only serial access", and Rao’s
serial access does not require a Y-decoder. More particularly,
Rao’s serial read access involves transferring memory bits
"from the selected row" into a corresponding serial reglister,
and then "shifting the data out serially”. Rao, col. 6, lines
38-39 and 41. No Y-decoder is required.

Thus, Pinkham and Rao, taken singly or together, do not
teach or suggest a Y-decoder for each of a plurality of
subarrays as recited in Claim 23, Moreover, Pinkham teaches
away from such Y~decoders, and Pinkham does not teach or
suggest an X-decoder for each subarray as recited in Claim 23.
Further, Pinkham and Rao do not provide simultaneous

independent row and column selection as in some embodiments of
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Claim 23. Claim 23 and its dependent Claims 24-26 are
therefore believed to be Allowable.

In addition, Claim 26 is believed to be allowable for
reasons similar to the reasons discussed above in connection
with Claim 4.

Regarding paragraph 11 of the Office Action, Applicants
thankfthe Examiner for c&hsiderinq the U.s. Patent No.
5,280;594 under Rule 56, and the undersigned attorney
apologizes for inadvertently listing the U.s. patent
application 07/557,899 as a "U.S. Patent Document" in the PTO
1449 form filed April 17, 1992, However, it is respectfully
submitted that the application 07/557,899% should also be
considered under Rule 56. Indeed, contrary to the suggestion

in the Office action, that application need not be listed as

"Other Art" on PTO 1449. See MPEP § 609, last paragraph.
Further, a statement of relevance mentioned in the Office
Action need not be provided because the application 07/557,899
is in the English 1anguage.' See 37 C.F.R. § 1.98(a)(3). The
information regarding the application 07/557,899 was timely
submitted under 37 C.F.R. § 1.97(b) (1) within three months of
the filing date of the present application. Consideration of
application 07/557,899 is therefore respectfully regquested.

The specification ie being amended to correct
typographical errors.

In summary, Claims 2-26 were pending in the application
and were rejected. Claims 2~26 are believed to be allowable,
and early passage of this case to issue is respectfully
requested. If any matters remain outstanding after

consideration of this amendment, the Examiner is requested to
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telephone the undersigned at the number below to expedite
prosecution of this case.
Respectfully submitted,
¥ / )f %
Mechero £ Do ebres™
Michael Shenker
Attorney for Applicants
Reg. No. 34,250
i Telephone: (408) 283-1222
e :- .
| hereby certify that this correspondence ie being deposited with
the Unitod Statas Postal Service as firet class mail in an envalope
addroseed to: Commissioner of Patents and Tredemarks,
W‘ghlnqton, D.C., 20231, on September 23, 1994,
Dnu;s of Signature Attorney for Applicants
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