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THI'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(2) is not binding precedent of the Board.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 TOSH O | GA

Appeal No. 1998-0414
Appl i cation 08/202, 422

HEARD: FEBRUARY 10, 2000

Bef ore HAI RSTON, RUGE ERO and HECKER, Adm ni strative Patent
Judges.

HECKER, Admi ni strative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL
This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejec-
tion of clains 1 through 7, all of the clains pending in the
appl i cation.
The invention relates to a nmethod and apparatus for

di spl ayi ng graphics on a display device. 1In the prior art, a
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graphi ¢ managenent facility receives graphic el enent data,
i ncludi ng data specifying, for exanple, line width, etc., from
t he application program and stores the graphic el enent data
into nenory. Wien a draw request is input fromthe
application program the stored data are retrieved, and screen
drawing is performed by sending an attribute specifying
command and a draw command to the display device. Instead of
outputting an attribute specifying command prior to a draw
command each tinme the command is invoked, the graphic
managenent facility outputs an attribute specifying comrand
only when the attributes of the graphic elenent to be output
are different fromthose of the previously output graphic
el emrent. However, the prior art described graphi c managenent
facility requires that the attri bute data be conpared each
time the graphic elenent data are retrieved fromnenory. Wen
processing a |l arge nunber of |ine drawing data generated in a
conputer aid design system a large anount of tinme is required
for conparison, which is a major obstacle in speeding up the
drawi ng process.

The present invention solves this problem by
provi ding a graphic display nethod and an apparat us whi ch

2



Appeal No. 1998-0414
Appl i cation 08/ 202, 422

classifies graphic data into groups according to the
attributes of the graphic data and stores the groups into
menory. Wen a display request is issued, the graphic data
are output into a display device, one group at a tine, thereby
reduci ng the anount of attribute judging and attribute
changi ng processing, which causes a substantial increase in
t he di splay processing speed.

Representati ve i ndependent claim1l is reproduced as
fol |l ows:

1. A graphic display nethod conprising the steps
of :

generating data for graphic elements having a
plurality of attributes;

classifying the generated graphic elenent data into
groups according to the attributes of the graphic elenents and
arranging the groups into nmenory according to classification;
and

outputting the graphic elenent data arranged in
menory onto a display device, one group at a tine.

The references relied on by the Exam ner are as

foll ows:
Shi mada 4, 847,788 July 11, 1989
Al exander 5, 257, 349 Cct. 26, 1993

(filed Dec. 18, 1990)
Clains 1 through 7 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 8§
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103 as bei ng unpat entabl e over Al exander in view of Shinada.

Rat her than repeat the argunents of Appellant or the
Exam ner, we nake reference to the brief, reply brief and the

answer for the details thereof.

OPI NI ON

After a careful review of the evidence before us, we
agree with the Exam ner that clainms 1 through 7 are properly
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103.

At the outset, we note that Appellant has indicated
on page 3 of the brief the clains stand or fall together. W
will consider claiml1l as the representative claim

The central issue revolves around what is nmeant by
the clai mlanguage “graphic elenment data” and classifying this
data into groups according to their “attributes.” Appellant
insists that attributes of maps (Shinmada) are not attributes
of graphic elenents (reply brief-page 2). Appellant woul d
have us limt our understanding of “graphic elenent” to nmean
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such things as a “line”, with the line attribute being line
color or line width, etc. Thus, Appellant would like us to
read the specific disclosed enbodinent into the claim W
will not do this. Clains are to be given their broadest

reasonabl e interpretation during prosecution. 1In re Zletz,
893 F.2d 319, 321, 13 USPQ@d 1320, 1322 (Fed. Cir. 1989); In
re Prater, 415 F.2d 1393, 1404, 162 USPQ 541, 550 (CCPA 1969).

It is inproper to narrow the scope of the claimby inplicitly

reading in disclosed limtations from

t he specification which have no express basis in the clains.

See |d.

The Exam ner cites Al exander as displaying graphic
el enent data in groups related to physical attributes stored
in a nmenory. However, Al exander’s exanple of graphic el enent
data is data relating to, for exanple, one truck in a fleet of
trucks. And, the “attributes” include accordingly, present
| ocation, total capacity of truck, percent capacity, etc.

Note colum 4, lines 4-19, where Al exander states:

| f, for exanple, the data object
is one of a fleet of trucks
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bel ongi ng to a trucki ng conpany,
physical attributes stored in
menory may include present

| ocation, total capacity of
truck, percent of capacity
represented by present |oad, fuel
supply, distance from next drop-
of f point, distance to a proposed
new pi ck-up poi nt, nmechanica
status of truck, nunber of hours
the driver has been on the road,
hi ghway conditi ons between
current |ocation and next drop-
of f point, driving conditions

bet ween next drop-off point and
proposed new pi ck-up point, fuel
avai lability between various
drop-of f and pi ck-up points,

repl acenent driver availability,
and so on. At |east some of

t hese physical attributes may be
continually changing with tinme as
up-dated information is supplied
to conmputer nenory.

Thus, the Exam ner has interpreted the claim
| anguage of “graphic element data” to be such things as
di spl ayed truck data, and the correspondi ng groups of
attributes to be such things as fuel supply, truck capacity,
etc. Al exander takes an additional step by displaying the
graphic elenment data in the formof an icon. The icon,
treated by Al exander as a visual attribute, is linked to a

physical attribute (e.g. truck fuel), for display purposes
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(note colum 6, lines 38-42). W agree with the Exam ner that
Al exander provides a reasonable interpretation of Appellant’s
cl ai m | anguage.

Assumi ng that Al exander does not discl ose
“classifying the generated graphic elenent data into groups
according to the attributes of the graphic data and arrangi ng
the groups into nmenory according to classification” (answer-
page 4), the Exam ner relies on Shinmada. Shimada processes
graphic data relating to maps, for exanple, instead of the
I ines of Appellant or the truck data of Al exander. The
Exam ner indicates that page boundaries of broken Iines and
solid lines constitute the classified groups as an exanple in
Shi mada (answer-page 4). O her exanples of classified nap
data groups in Shinmada could be city or town boundaries, or
maj or buildings. Each of these attributes are classified,
stored and di splayed in groups (note colum 12, |ines 48-58).
Since Al exander displays attribute groups, one group at a tine
(via a visual attribute icon, representing, e.g. fuel), and
Shi mada di splays attribute groups, one group at a tine
(representing, e.g. buildings), the Exam ner contends it would
have been obvious to use Shinmada s cl assification and storing
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of groups to “enhance” Al exander’s display by using “readily
or gani zed” groups as taught by Shi nada.

W agree with the Exam ner that it would have been
obvious to refine one graphic display system Al exander, with
an i nprovenent from another graphic display system Nbreover,
we believe Shimada’s “readily organi zed” groups already exi st
in Al exander, and Shimada coul d be considered a cunul ative
teaching. Al exander collects information related to a data
obj ect and builds a physical attribute object (colum 6, |ines
49 and 56), this could be considered as “classifying” and
pl acing in groups. Also, Al exander creates tagged sets of
objects (colum 8, lines 30-44), this could al so be consi dered
as “classifying” and placing in groups.

Thus, we find that the Exami ner’s conbination of
Al exander and Shi mada reads on the claimlanguage of claim1l,

as well as the references being cunul ative to each ot her.

Appel I ant al so argues that his invention shortens
processing tine (brief-bottomof pages 5 and 10), whereas the
applied references do not. This argunent fails at the outset

because it is not based on |imtations appearing in the
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clains. Thus, enhanced speed is inmaterial. See In re Self,
671 F.2d 1344, 1350, 213 USPQ 1, 5 ((CCPA 1982).

In view of the foregoing, the decision of the
Exam ner rejecting clains 1 through 7 under 35 U.S.C. §8 103 is
affirned.

No time period for taking any subsequent action in

connection with this appeal may be extended under 37 CFR

8§ 1.136(a).
AFFI RVED
Kenneth W Hairston )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
)
)
)
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