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TH'S OPINILON 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(2) is not binding precedent of the Board.
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! Application for patent filed January 10, 1995. According to
applicants, this application is a continuation of Application 08/136, 387,
filed Cctober 13, 1993.
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Appel | ants have appealed to the Board fromthe exam ner's
final rejection of clains 1 through 3 and 5 through 12, which
constitute all the clains remaining in the application.

Representative claim?7 is reproduced bel ow

7. Apparatus for conpressing video signal in an MPEG
like format using both intraframe coding and interfrane
codi ng, conpri sing:

a signal input termnal for applying said video signal

a substractor having a first input termnal coupled to
said signal input termnal, a second input term nal and an
output termnal for providing residues having a range of
anpl i tude val ues between relatively |arger anplitude val ues
and relatively smaller anplitude val ues;

conpression neans including transform neans, for
conpressing signal applied thereto, to generate conpressed
vi deo signal using said both intrafrane coding and interfrane
codi ng, wherein said residues are included in intraframe coded
and interframe coded conpressed output data by said
conpr essi on neans;

an i mage signal prediction nmeans, including inverse
transf orm nmeans, responsive to said conpressed video signal
for generating intraframe and interframe predictive signals
representing predictions of video signal being encoded, said
predi ctive signals being coupled to the second input term nal
of said substractor; and

a nonlinear elenent, coupled between the output term nal
of said substractor and said conpression neans, for
attenuating residues having said relatively |arger anplitudes
| ess than residues having said relatively smaller anplitudes.

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

2



Appeal No. 1997- 0900
Appl i cation 08/371, 039

| shiguro et al. (Ishiguro), “Conposite Interframe Coding of
NTSC Col or Tel evision Signals,” | EEE Nati onal

Tel ecomuni cati ons Conference, Vol. 1, pp. 6.4-1 - 6.4-5 (Nov.
1976) .

Gotz et al. (Gotz) EPA 0 346 636 Dec. 20, 1989

Clains 1 through 3 and 5 through 12 stand rejected under
35 U.S.C. 8 103. As evidence of obviousness, the exam ner
relies upon Gotz in view of Ishiguro.

Rat her than repeat the positions of the appellants and
the examner, reference is made to the brief and the answer

for the respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON
For the reasons set forth by the exam ner in the answer,
we sustain the rejection of clainms 5, 7 and 11, but reverse
the rejection of the renmaining clains on appeal, clains 1 to
3, 6, 8 9, 10 and 12.
Turning first to the rejection of claim12 on appeal we
reverse this rejection for the reasons set forth by appellants

at pages 7 and 8 of the brief, as well as the reasoni ng set
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forth at pages 9 and 10 of the brief. Like appellants, we do
not agree with the examner's view that the last recited neans
of claim12 relating to the first and second conpressi on nodes
woul d have been reasonably taught or suggested to the artisan
within

35 U.S.C. 8 103 anpong the collective teachings and suggestions
of Gotz and Ishiguro. This feature relates to the enbodi nent
shown

in Figure 4 with the adder 52 and switch 2 in part as
expl ai ned at page 7 of the brief. The |anguage of this
portion of claim12 requires sone kind of switching el enent
inherently to switch between conpression nodes to apply only
resi dues processed by

t he nonlinear elenent in one node and apply a conbi nati on of
resi dues and predictive signals fromthe noti on conpensated
conpression neans to the sane notion conpensati on conpression
means in a second conpressi on node, where neither the
structure of Ishiguro's Figure 3 nor the structure of Gotz's
Figure 5 woul d have taught or suggested to the artisan this

ki nd of approach.
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Additionally, we reverse the rejection of claim12 for
the reasons set forth by appellants at pages 9 and 10 of the
brief relating to the | anguage of claim 12 requiring that the
residues in multiple nodes are formed into conpressed out put
data by the clainmed notion conpensated conpression neans. As
wel | expl ai ned by appellants in these pages of the brief,
Grotz does not teach or suggest that residues be fornmed in
output data in nore than one node. Simlarly, Ishiguro, by
its title alone, only relates to interframe coding of video
si gnal s.

For reasons simlar to the |last noted | anguage of claim
12, the rejection of claims 1 and 3 nust al so be reversed. It
is noted that claim3 is identical to the subject matter of
claiml with additional recitations as well. Cdaim1lis
slightly nore specific than the noted recitation in claim 12
since claim1 recites that both the intraframe and interfrane
codi ng residues are included in conpressed output data by the
conpr essi on neans.

Because claim 2 depends fromreversed claim3, the rejection

of claim2 nust also be reversed.
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On the other hand, we sustain the rejection of claim?7 on
appeal. Despite the | anguage at the beginning of the claim
reciting a nmultiple node notion conpensated conpression
apparatus, there is only one recited node in the body of the
claim where it is recited at the end of claim7 that the
transfer function of the nonlinear processing neans is
responsive only to “a node” of the conpression apparat us.
Because appel |l ants' argunents at pages 9 and 10 of the brief
relating to claim12 admt that in Gotz's circuit that
residues are forned into conpressed output data in only one
node, the subject matter of claim7 otherw se obviously would
have been nmet. There are also no argunents presented in the
brief directed to claim?7 anyway.

We al so sustain the rejection of claim5 for simlar
reasons. Claim5 is not separately argued as well in the
brief. In contrast to the subject matter of independent
clains 1 and 3 on appeal, there is no recitation in this claim
of intraframe and interframe coding. Simlarly, the |anguage
at the end of claim5 relating to “different nodes” is not

di stingui shed since the nmeaning or context of the different
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nodes is not defined in the claim Furthernore, the signal
processing at the end of the claimis said to occur
“differently for different nodes” where the word “differently”
is broadly recited but not explained as well. The exam ner's
view as to the operation of the systemof Gotz as nodified by
I shiguro in the examner's answer is sufficient in our viewto
have rendered obvious this broadly defined subject matter in
claim5 on appeal. Again, since the subject matter of claim
11 has not been separately argued by appellants, the rejection
of this claimis also sustained.

We also reverse the rejection of dependent clainms 6, 8, 9
and 10, all of which depend directly fromclaimb5, for the
reasons set forth at pages 8 and 9 of the brief. The feature
of requiring different transfer functions for different
conpressi on processes of dependent claim6 and different
transfer functions for different inages blocks of claim8 is
not taught or suggested anong the coll ective teachings of
Gotz and Ishiguro for the
nonlinear elenents shown in respective Figures 5 and 3.

Again, for reasons related to the initial reason we set forth
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earlier for reversing the rejection of claim12 on appeal, the
bypassing feature of claim9 is not taught or suggested anong
the collective teachings of the references relied upon. The
feature of dependent claim 10 of conditioning a nonlinear
el enent to provide a linear transfer function in response to a
conpressi on node of a video signal prediction nmeans is not
taught or suggested by either reference relied upon by the
exam ner.

In view of the foregoing, inasnmuch as we have sustained
only the rejection of clains 5, 7, and 11 within the rejection
of clains 1-3 and 5-12 of the clains on appeal, the decision

of the exam ner rejecting these clains is affirned-in-part.
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No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in

connection with this appeal

§ 1.136(a).

may be extended under 37 CFR
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