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THOVAS, Adninistrative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

Appel | ants have appealed to the Board fromthe exam ner’s
final rejection of clains 15-18, 20 and 21. The exam ner has
allowed claimb5, and pages 1 and 2 of the Answer indicate that
t he exam ner has wi thdrawn an outstanding rejection under 35
UusS C
8§ 103 of clainms 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 9-14, 22 and 24. Appellants’

anmendnent filed on June 4, 2001, canceled these latter clains in
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favor of a divisional application; this anendnent was entered
according to the exam ner’s comruni cation mailed on Septenber 6,
2001.

Claim 15 is reproduced bel ow

15. An apparatus for processing binary inmage pixels in an
i mge represented by a plurality of rasters of binary inage
pi xel s, each representing the binary state of a single pixel
within the image, to identify regions exhibiting a particular,
uni que binary pixel structure therein, conprising:

an i mage source for producing a docunent image having a
plurality of binary imge pixels therein, each pixel represented
by a binary density signal

menory for storing at |east a portion of the binary density
signals representing a region of the docunent inage in a data
buffer; and

a segnentation circuit enploying tenplate-matching filters
to identify the presence of the particular, unique binary pixel
structure in the region of the imge stored in said nenory, the
segnentation circuit further conprising a logic filter for
removi ng the particular, unique binary pixel structure fromthe
region of the image stored in said nmenory to produce an out put
i mage substantially void of the particular, unique binary pixe
structure.

The following reference is relied on by the exam ner:

Mat sunawa et al. (Matsunawa) 4,741, 046 Apr
26, 1988

Clains 15-18, 20 and 21 stand rejected under 35 U S.C. §

102(b) as being anticipated by Mtsunawa.
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Rat her than repeat the positions of the appellants and the
exanm ner, reference is made to the brief and the answer for the

respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON

W reverse.

Even though we reverse the outstanding rejection as a whol e,
we do agree with the exam ner’s position that the use of the
various patterns of blocks depicted in Figure 11, with exanpl es
given in Figures 12 and 13, do teach a segnmentation circuit
enpl oying tenplate-matching filters to identify unique pixe
structures.

Since the reference does discuss Figure 11 in the paragraph
bridging colums 5-6, the block sorting operation associated with
Figure 11 clearly is undertaken based upon the 16 foreground
patterns in Figure 11 that have been prepared beforehand. This
sorting operation is equivalent to the tenplate matching function
of the segnentation circuit clained.

However, we part conpany with the examner’s views that the
feature of the segnmentation circuit further conprising “a | ogic
filter for renmoving the particular, unique binary pixel structure

fromthe region of the imge stored in said nmenory to produce an
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out put imge substantially void of the particular, unique binary
pi xel structure” is disclosed or otherwi se taught in Matsunawa.
Thi s renovi ng operation of independent claim15 on appeal is
consistent with the showi ng disclosed in Figures 2 and 3.

As to Matsunawa, this reference continually discusses its
ability to discrimnate, sort and extract patterns of information
froman original imge or picture. Although these terns are used
in the reference to describe in effect an identification
operation in accordance wth the subject matter of claim 15 on
appeal , each
of themfalls short of actually renpoving an identified region to
produce an output inmage substantially void of that region.

In other words, no discrimnated, sorted or extracted region is
removed according to the teachi ngs of Matsunawa. The
identifiable character information in regions 1 and 2 and the
identified continuous tone information in regions 3 and 4 of the
original picture in Figure 14 remain in the pattern sorted
picture version in Figure 15 as well as in the resulting picture

of the extracted regions in Figure 16.
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Therefore, the decision of the exam ner rejecting
i ndependent claim 15 and its respective dependent clains 16-18,
20 and 21 is reversed.

REVERSED
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