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conti nuation-in-part of Application 07/889, 216, filed My 27,
1992 and a continuation-in-part of Application 08/ 001, 123,
filed January 5, 1993.
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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on the appeal under 35 U S.C. 8§
134 fromthe examner’'s final rejection of clains 1-10, 13-25
and 29-34, which constitute all the clains pending in the
application. An anendnent adding clains 35-40 after fina
rejection was filed on February 24, 1995 but was denied entry
by the exam ner.

The di scl osed i nvention pertains to a nethod and
apparatus for recogni zing handwitten entries on a display
screen of a conputer system Mre specifically, the invention
normal i zes strokes entered onto the display screen by rotating
each stroke about its own center or by adjusting the aspect
rati o of a boundi ng box surrounding the stroke before any
conpari sons of the entered stroke are nade agai nst a stored
dat abase. This formof nornalization is said to permt the
recognition of handwitten information entered in any angul ar
direction.

Representative claim1l is reproduced as foll ows:

1. A method for recognizing handwitten entries on a
di spl ay screen of a conputer system the conputer system al so

havi ng a processor and nenory, the nmethod conprising the steps
of :
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receiving a handwitten stroke witten on the screen
of said conputer system said stroke being received in a form
that can be mani pul ated by said processor;

determining a start point and a stop point of said
stroke;

normal i zing said stroke with said processor by
rotating said stroke about a stroke center until at |east one
of said start point or said stop point aligns with a
predefined axis, thereby obtaining a normalized stroke;

mat chi ng said normalized stroke agai nst a tenplate of
character parts stored in nmenory to create one or nore
associ ated character part interpretations;

usi ng said processor to group said nornmalized stroke,
if possible, with one or nore nornalized strokes that were
matched in a like fashion to create a character part group;
and

usi ng said processor to recogni ze a higher |evel
object fromsaid character part group utilizing the angles
bet ween the strokes of the character part group and using said
character part interpretations.

The exam ner relies on the follow ng references:
Crane et al. (Crane) 4,718,102 Jan. 05, 1988
Skl ar ew 5, 157, 737 Cct. 20, 1992

(filed May 14,

1990)

Clainms 1-10, 13-25 and 29-34 stand rejected under 35
US C 8 103. As evidence of obviousness the exam ner offers

Skl arew i n vi ew of Crane.
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Rat her than repeat the argunents of appellant or the
exam ner, we nmake reference to the briefs and the answer for
the respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON

We have carefully considered the subject natter on
appeal, the rejection advanced by the exam ner and the
evi dence of obvi ousness relied upon by the exam ner as support
for the rejection. W have, |ikew se, reviewed and taken into
consi deration, in reaching our decision, the appellant’s
argunments set forth in the briefs along wwth the exam ner’s
rationale in support of the rejection and argunents in
rebuttal set forth in the exam ner’s answer.

It is our view, after consideration of the record
before us, that the 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 1-10, 13-25 and 29-34. Accordingly, we
reverse.

Appel I ant has indicated that for purposes of this
appeal the clainms will stand or fall together in the follow ng
four groups: Goup | has clainms 1-6 and 19-25; Goup Il has

4



Appeal No. 96-1435
Appl i cation 08/ 265, 497

claims 7-10 and 13-18; Goup Ill has clainms 29-34; and G oup
IV has clains 10, 21 and 29 [brief, page 4]. Consistent with
this indication appellant has nade no separate argunments with
respect to any of the clains within each group. Accordingly,

all the clains within each group will stand or fall together.

Note In re King, 801 F.2d 1324, 1325, 231 USPQ 136, 137 (Fed.

Cir. 1986); In re Sernaker, 702 F.2d 989, 991, 217 USPQ 1, 3

(Fed. Cir. 1983). Therefore, we will only consider the
rejection against clains 1, 7 and 29 as representative of al
the clains on appeal (claim?29 is representative of both
Goups Il and 1V).

In rejecting clainms under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103, it is
i ncunbent upon the exam ner to establish a factual basis to

support the legal conclusion of obviousness. See In re Fine,

837 F.2d 1071, 1073, 5 USP@d 1596, 1598 (Fed. Cir. 1988). In
so doi ng, the exam ner is expected to nake the factua

deternmi nations set forth in G ahamv. John Deere Co., 383 U.S.

1, 17, 148 USPQ 459, 467 (1966), and to provide a reason why
one having ordinary skill in the pertinent art would have been
led to nodify the prior art or to conbine prior art references

to arrive at the clained invention. Such reason nust stem
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from sone teaching, suggestion or inplication in the prior art
as a whole or know edge generally avail able to one havi ng

ordinary skill in the art. Uniroyal Inc. v. Rudkin-WIey

Corp., 837 F.2d 1044, 1051, 5 USPRd 1434, 1438 (Fed. Cir.),

cert. denied, 488 U S. 825 (1988); Ashland G1l, Inc. v. Delta

Resins & Refractories, Inc., 776 F.2d 281, 293, 227 USPQ 657,

664 (Fed. Gir. 1985), cert. denied, 475 U.S. 1017 (1986);: ACS

Hospital Systens, Inc. v. Montefiore Hospital, 732 F.2d 1572,

1577, 221 USPQ 929, 933 (Fed. Cir. 1984). These show ngs by
the exam ner are an essential part of conplying with the

burden of presenting a prima facie case of obviousness. Note

In re Cetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 1445, 24 USPQ2d 1443, 1444 (Fed.

Cr. 1992).

Wth respect to each of the independent clains in this
application, the exam ner has made an effort to read these
clainms on the disclosure of Sklarew. The exam ner observes
that Skl arew teaches all the elenents of these clains except
for the specifics of normalizing the stroke data by rotating
the stoke as clained [answer, pages 4-6]. The exam ner
asserts that Crane teaches a pattern recognition device in

whi ch normalization is achi eved by rotation of the stroke.
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The exam ner concludes that it would have been obvious to the
artisan to provide Crane’s step of rotating the handwitten
strokes in the normalization step to Sklarew s pattern
recognition device [1d. at pages 6-7].

Wth respect to representative claim1l1, appellant
argues that the collective teachings of Sklarew and Crane do
not suggest the normalizing step as specifically recited in
claiml [brief, pages 8-14]. W agree with appellant for
essentially the reasons argued. W have reviewed the applied
prior art including the specific sections cited by the
exam ner and agree with appellant that there is no suggestion
in the applied prior art that an entered stroke should be
rotated before matching against a tenplate of character parts.
Normal i zati on of entered strokes for size and speed does not
suggest normalization by rotating the stroke in the nmanner
recited in claiml. Likew se, the nere recognition of the
sl ope of a drawn stroke does not anbunt to a rotation of the
stroke before matching occurs. The examner’s reliance on the
positioning of a character using the centroid in Sklarew

cannot reasonably be said to suggest that a stroke should be
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rotated as recited in claiml1l. Therefore, we do not sustain
the rejection of clains 1-6 and 19-25.

Wth respect to representative claim?7, appellant
argues that there is no suggestion in the teachings of Sklarew

and Crane

to rotate a stroke about a stroke center until at |east one of
the start point or stop point aligns with a vertical axis
[brief, pages 14-15]. The exam ner asserts that Skl arew neets
the vertical axis limtation. |In our view, the rejection of
claim7 fails for the same reasons we considered in the
rejection of claiml1l. The exam ner’s reading of the applied
prior art sinply is not supported by those docunents.
Therefore, we do not sustain the rejection of clains 7-10 and
13- 18.

Wth respect to representative claim?29, appell ant
argues that there is no suggestion in the teachings of Sklarew
and Crane to rotate a stroke until the |ine between two of the
stroke’s nost w dely spaced points, one of which represents
one of the stroke s endpoints, aligns with a predefined axis
as recited in claim?29 [brief, page 16]. The exam ner asserts
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that Skl arew and Crane acconplish this result [answer, pages
15-17]. Again, it is our view that the exam ner has

m sconstrued the applied prior art, and we agree with the
argunents presented by appellant. Therefore, we do not

sustain the rejection of clains 29-34.

In summary, we have not sustained the exam ner’s
rejection of any of the appeal ed clains under 35 U S.C. § 103.
Therefore, the decision of the exam ner rejecting clains 1-10,
13-25 and 29-34 is reversed.

REVERSED
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