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THL'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(2) is not binding precedent of the Board.

UNI TED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFI CE

BEFORE THE BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS
AND | NTERFERENCES

Ex parte KATSUM TAHARA

Appeal No. 96-0553
Appl i cation 08/ 020, 993?

HEARD: JULY 16, 1997

Bef ore HARKCOM Vice Chief Adm nistrative Patent Judge, and
THOVAS and KRASS, Administrative Patent Judges.

THOMAS, Adm ni strative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

Appel | ant has appealed to the Board fromthe exam ner’s
final rejection of clainms 7 to 28, which constitute all the

claims remaining in the application.

! Application for patent filed February 22, 1993.
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Representative claim?7 is reproduced bel ow

7. Method of transmtting intraframe coded and interfrane
coded video signals, conprising the steps of

receiving a video signal conposed of franmes of video
dat a;

di vidi ng each of said franes of video data into a
plurality of bl ocks;

intraframe coding or interfranme coding said plurality
of bl ocks of each of said franes of video data to produce
intraframe coded data or interfranme coded data, respectively;

determning a correl ati on between one of said plurality
of bl ocks of one of said franmes of video data and a correspondi ng
bl ock of a preceding frame of video data;

setting a quantization width in accordance with said
correl ation;

quanti zing said interframe coded data or said
intraframe coded data to be transmtted in accordance with said
quanti zation width to produce quanti zed interfranme coded data or
guanti zed intraframe coded data, respectively; and

transmtting said quantized intraframe coded dat a.

The follow ng references relied on by the exam ner are:

Tanaka et al. (Tanaka) 5, 144, 426 Sep. 1, 1992
(filed Cct. 12, 1990)

Clains 7 to 28 stand rejected under 35 U. S.C. § 102(e) as
bei ng anti ci pated by Tanaka.

Rat her than repeat the positions of the appellant and the
exam ner, reference is made to the briefs and the answer for the

respective details thereof.
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OPI NI ON

After conducting a thorough study of the disclosed invention
and that as reflected in the clains on appeal in conjunction with
the respective positions of the appellant and the exam ner and
the detail ed teachi ngs and suggestions of the applied prior art,
we Wil sustain the rejection only as to clains 7, 16 to 18, 27
and 28. We, therefore, reverse the rejection of the remaining
clains 8 to 15 and 19 to 26.

From appellant’s brief and reply brief and the argunents
presented during oral hearing, it is apparent to us that the
focus of the dispute between the appell ant and t he exam ner
concerns only the follow ng | anguage of representative
i ndependent claim7 on appeal:

determning a correl ati on between one
of said plurality of blocks of one of said
frames of video data and a correspondi ng

bl ock of a preceding frame of video data;

setting a quantization width in accor-
dance with said correl ation

Qur study of prior art Figure 1 of Tanaka in conjunction
with the respective four separate enbodi nents set forth in this
reference for Tanaka’s contribution begi nning at Figure 3 through
Figure 6 | eads us to conclude that the above referenced | anguage

of claim1l is necessarily net by the teachings and suggesti ons as



Appeal No. 96-0553
Application 08/ 020, 993

to the operation of the prior art Figure 1 to the extent that
it is relied upon in Tanaka in conjunction wth each of the
respecti ve enbodi nents.

We nmake reference to colum 2, lines 20 to 33 and |ines
53 through 57; colum 3, line 49 through at |east colum 5,
line 24 for a basic understanding of prior art Figure 1 as it
applies to the clained correlation feature. These portions of
Tanaka indicate that all digitized television signals are divided
into bl ocks, each of which is conprised of a rectangul ar array
conposed of MXN pixels arranged in Mcolums and N rows. Al
signals are processed in every enbodi nent including the prior art
enbodi nent in Tanaka in a step-w se continuous manner on a bl ock-
by-bl ock basis. It is noted that even in picture nmenory portion
54, which relates to the notion conpensation feature of prior art
Figure 1, this nenory stores current franme information as well as
previous frame information to affect that conpensation. Although
this conpensation per se is not pertinent to the issues on
appeal, we nmake nention of this nenory 54 because it begins to
set a proper context for |ater considerations. The discussion
begi nning at the bottomof colum 3 as it pertains to prior art
Figure 1 of Tanaka indicates that the quantization step-size Q

is calculated on a continuous or regular basis on the basis of n
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Macro bl ocks. Although it is true as argued that the Bcont
represents the anount of the code remained in the code nmenory
74 of Figure 1, which relates to a nmenory store for a frame of
information to be transmtted out on term nal 89, the quanti -
ation is perfornmed by using a predeterm ned step size with
respect to a first to an (n-1)th Macro block. The entire
transm ssion frame 87 is outputted through this code nenory
portion 74. This represents the transm ssion frane of
information or the clainmed preceding frane. The above noted
portions also indicate that the value of n is chosen to be 12.
Al t hough the exam ner appears to rely upon portions of
colums 19 and 20 as the primary basis for the examner’s
statenment of the rejection, this portion of the reference
relates to the second enbodi nent described in Figure 4. How
ever, corresponding locations are present wth respect to the
first enbodinent in Figure 3 in earlier portions beginning at
colum 14. It is further noted that each of the respective four
enbodi nents in corresponding Figures 3 through 6 essentially
repeat everything that has been previously recited with respect
to any earlier enbodinment with variations in accordance with the

variations in the respective figures.
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The first introduction of the teaching value of the various
di scl osed enbodi nents of Tanaka hinself is found with respect to
Figure 3. W nake reference to the following |ocations as the
di scussion in Tanaka relates to this first enbodi nent in Figure
3: colum 14, lines 7 through 12; colum 14, |ine 62 through
colum 15, line 53 and colum 16, |lines 31 through 42. The
vari ance cal cul ating portion 116 in Figure 3 is discussed
begi nning at the bottom of columm 14. The so-called fineness of
a respective block represented by the inputted tel evision signal
is determned by this circuit. Again, this indicates that the
conput ati ons occur on a bl ock-w se basis on incom ng, new signal
bl ocks for a new frane. The referenced portion at colum 15
indicates to us that in the context of the first enbodi nent in
Figure 3, it operates upon the prior art approach in prior art
Figure 1 by nmeans of the first quantization step-size conputation
portion 122 in conjunction with or feeding as an input signal 119
to the second quanti zation step-size conputing portion 118. The
vari ance calculating portion 116 also feeds this block 118 in
Figure 3. Two outputs conme fromthe block 118. One is wongly
argued by the exam ner and correctly identified by appellant in
the early portion of the reply brief; this relates to the

guanti zation class determ nations represented by signal 121.
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Al t hough correctly pointed out by appellant in the reply brief,
this information has everything to do wth the prediction error
codi ng portion 130 and not the quantization portion 115. Even so
it does indicate that processing within block 118 occurs in a

bl ock-w se manner with respect to the first quantization step-

si ze conputing data signal 119 with respect to each bl ock so
obtained fromfirst quantization step-size conputing portion 122.
Thus, it is apparent to us that the determ nation of a broadly
defined clained correl ati on between one of the plurality of

bl ocks of one of said franmes of video data, which is the incom ng
frame of video data, and a correspondi ng bl ock of preceded franed
information of video data is nmet by the teachings of this
reference as initially introduced in Figure 3. The preceding
data is the data fromthe code nenory 123 in Figure 3 as
processed by the first quantization step-size conmputing portion
122 to yield a signal 119 feeding block 118. Overall, it is
clear to us that the processing occurs on a correspondi ng bl ock-
by- bl ock basis fromthe preceding frane that is to be transmtted
and the current incomng frane that is being processed to be
inputted to the picture menory portion 104 as well as into the

code nenory 123. The second quanti zation step-size signal 120 is
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essentially what corresponds to the setting operation of the
above quoted portion of claim1l to set the effective width of the
guanti zation portion 115 in Figure 3.

As noted earlier, we do not agree with the examner’s
reasoni ng begi nning at page 3 of the answer relating to the
guanti zation class information as corresponding to the key
information of the first clause reproduced of claim7 above.
Notw t hstandi ng this, the other positions advocated by the
exam ner in the statenent of the rejection relied upon in the
final rejection and the other reasoning in the responsive
argunents portion of the answer appear to be pertinent to neet
the issues raised by appellant in the brief.

Appel | ant appears to admt in the first sentence at the
top of page 8 of the brief that there is interframe coded data
present in a correlation sense between blocks in two successive
frames. The position that “the anmount of code in code nenory 74

in Tanaka nerely represents that code that has not yet been

transmtted at a particular transmssion rate at the tinme a bl ock

of video data is to be quantized, which primarily depends on the
anount of code of one or nore previous bl ocks of video data that
have al ready been quantized” at the top of page 8 of the brief is

m splaced. |If this is so, it is also clear that because the
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coding in Tanaka occurs in a step-w se bl ock-by-Dbl ock basis
conti nuously, the corresponding renmai ning data of a given frane
of menory to be transmtted that has not yet been transmtted
al so nust correspond to the correspondi ng bl ock of data of a
frame that is currently being processed. Even if the data val ue
W thin code nenory portion 74 represents a total value of the
remai ning data to be transmtted, as is apparent from appellant’s
argunent, such a broadly clained correlation as set forth in the
initially reproduced clause of claim7 is still met by that
under st andi ng.

The variance data of the respective enbodi mnents in Figures
3 through 6 of Tanaka relate only to incomng or currently
processed video signals on a bl ock-by-block basis. As to appel-
lant’s reply brief, the | anguage apparently chosen by the
exam ner in the responsive argunents portion in the answer
utilizes the termnology relating to “the first quantization
step of the previously coded bl ock”, which we interpret to relate
to the first quantization step-size calculating portion data
signal. It is clear to us that the exam ner considers the
“previously coded block” as the information in the code nenory

123 in Figure 3, data to be transmtted.
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The argunents on page 4 of the reply brief are also
m spl aced in the context of our explanation of our understandi ng
of the teachings and interrelationships in Tanaka between the
prior art Figure 1 quantization of a first quantization step-
Ssize conputing portion to each of the respective enbodinents in
Figures 3 to 6. Appellant goes on to submt that even if one
were to construe Tanaka's first quantization step-size as
corresponding to a previously coded bl ock, such construction
must be limted to a correspondence with an i medi ately precedi ng
or adjacent block of coded video data. At oral hearing this
under st andi ng was focused upon to point out that the corres-
pondence was with respect to an internedi ately precedi ng bl ock
of the same franme. This understanding is not consistent wth our
under st andi ng of the way each of the respective enbodinents 1 to
4 operate in Figures 3 through 6 of Tanaka in conjunction with
the respective portions of prior art Figure 1

Finally, we note that with respect to the Figure 6
enbodi nent, the discussion at colum 32, lines 11 through 21
i ndi cates that quantization occurs with respect to | um nance
signal data of a corresponding col or coding block. Fromthe
artisan’s perspective, it is clear that for the overall system

of Figure 6 to operate with initial quantization capabilities

10
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of prior Figure 1, it must be on a correspondi ng bl ock-by- bl ock
basis wth respect to the frane being transmtted to the current
frame being processed in the circuit in Figure 6. |If this were
not so, correspondi ng col or problens woul d have been clearly
evident to the viewer, a highly undesirable interpretation.

Since claim 18 corresponds in an apparatus format to nethod
claim7, claim18 also falls with our understanding of claim?7.
Simlarly, since no argunents have been presented with respect to
dependent clains 16, 17, 27 and 28, they also fall with their
respect parent clains 7 and 18.

We reverse the rejection of all remaining clainms as
indicated earlier. W generally agree with appellant’s argunents
inthe brief and reply brief as they apply to the specific
recitation that the broad correl ation of representative indepen-
dent claim7 is specifically recited in representative dependent
claim8 as being determned froma difference of powers between
t he correspondi ng bl ocks of the current and preceding frane.
There is sinply no such determnation in any of the four enbodi -
ments in Tanaka from what we can discern. The noted portions
the exam ner relies upon clearly do not teach this as appell ant

points out. As we noted earlier, the variance of each of the

11



Appeal No. 96-0553
Application 08/ 020, 993

respective enbodi nents of Tanaka does not relate to respective
correspondi ng bl ocks of preceding and current franes but only the
current frame bl ocks or adjacent bl ocks therewthin.

In view of the foregoing, the decision of the exam ner
rejecting clainms 7 to 28 under 35 U S.C. §8 102 is affirned only
as to clains 7, 16 to 18, 27 and 28. Therefore, the decision
of the examner is affirmed-in-part.

No time period for taking any subsequent action in
connection with this appeal nmay be extended under 37 CFR
§ 1.136(a).

AFFEI RVED- | N- PART

ERROL A. KRASS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

GARY V. HARKCOM Vi ce Chief )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
)
)
JAMES D. THOVAS ) BOARD OF PATENT
Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) APPEALS AND
) | NTERFERENCES
)
)
)
)
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WIlliam$S. Fronmer
Curtis, Mrris & Safford
530 Fifth Avenue

New Yor k, NY 10036
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