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for publication in a law journal and (2) is not binding precedent of the Board.
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HAI RSTON, Adni nistrative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 3
through 5, 7, 8, 25 through 29, 42, 44, 46 and 61. 1In a first
Amendnent After Final (paper nunber 17), claim 44 was anended,

and clains 4 and 61 were cancel ed. In a second Amendment



Appeal No. 1997-0014
Application No. 08/192, 937

After Final (paper nunber 22), clains 3, 5! 7, 8, 25 through
29, 42, 44 and 46 were anended. Accordingly, clainms 3, 5, 7,
8, 25 through 29, 42, 44 and 46 remain before us on appeal.

The disclosed invention relates to a nethod and system
for conpressing non-transposed i nage data derived froma
scanned docunent.

Caim3 is illustrative of the clainmed invention, and it
reads as foll ows:

3. A nethod of processing non-transposed i nage data
derived from scanning a docunent using a docunent scanner,
with the image data presented in the form of successive non-
transposed scan lines of pixels, with said scan |ines of
pi xel s including a first non-transposed scan |line of pixels
and a |l ast non-transposed scan line of pixels to be processed
from scanni ng said docunent, said nmethod conprising the steps
of :

(a) splitting each non-transposed scan |ine of pixels
into a plurality of processing channels, with a predeterm ned
nunber of pixels being |located within each of said processing
channel s, and with each of said processing channels having
overlap pixels assigned thereto at the tine of said splitting,
with said overlap pixels being | ocated between extremties of
sai d processing channels; and

(b) initiating thresholding of the pixels in said
processi ng channels in parallel after a predeterm ned nunber
of successive non-transposed scan |ines of pixels has been
generated but before the entire docunent has been scanned
usi ng the docunent scanner, with said threshol ding using said

' Cdaimb5 inproperly depends from cancel ed cl ai m 4.
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overlap pixels when threshol ding pixels in a processing
channel near the extremties thereof;

said nethod al so including the step of:

(c) conpressing the threshol ded pixels in each of the
processi ng channels in parallel along a direction which is
per pendi cul ar to said successive non-transposed scan |ines of
pi xel s through using reference rows which are parallel to
target rows of threshol ded pixels, with each said target row
of threshol ded pixels having only one pixel fromeach one of
sai d successive scan lines of pixels, with said splitting and
conpressing steps, in addition to said threshol ding step,
being initiated after said first scan line of pixels is
generated but before said last Iine of pixels is derived from
sai d scanni ng
sai d docunent using the docunent scanner.

The references relied on by the exam ner are:

Rohr er 4, 590, 606 May 20,
1986
Asano et al. (Asano) 4,757,552 July 12,
1988
D Aoust et al. (D Aoust) 5, 007, 100 Apr .
9, 1991
Klein et al. (Klein) 5,093, 871 Mar. 3,
1992

(filed Cct. 10, 1989)
Chatterjee 5,317, 652 May 31,
1994

(filed June 5, 1991)
Clains 3, 5, 7, 8, 25 through 29, 42, 44 and 46 stand
rejected under 35 U . S.C. § 103 as bei ng unpat ent abl e over

D Aoust in view of Asano, Klein, Chatterjee and Rohrer.
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Reference is nmade to the briefs and the answers for the

respective positions of the appellants and the exam ner.
OPI NI ON

The obvi ousness rejection of clainms 3, 5, 7, 8, 25
t hrough 29, 42, 44 and 46 is reversed because the applied
references neither teach nor woul d have suggested to the
skilled artisan the initiation of a series of processing steps
on scanned lines of pixels froma docunent scanner before the
last line of pixels is derived from scanni ng the docunent.

The exam ner is of the opinion (Supplenmental Answer,
paper nunber 24, page 5) that:

Wth respect to the limtation that the inage

processi ng (threshol ding and conpressing) steps take

pl ace “before the last line of pixels is derived

fromsaid scanning said docunent,” the Exam ner

notes that D Aoust ‘100 at | east suggests this

feature since the nmenory (50) used to store inage

information can hold only four colums of image data
(see colum 5) and therefore could not contain the

entire docunent imge at onetime . . . . Gyven
D Aoust’s basic parallel processing system it would
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the

art to begin the inmage processing steps before
scanning the entire docunent in order to reduce the
need for |arge, expensive nmenories and in order to
provi de the fastest and nost efficient possible
system Cearly, the goal of any parallel pipeline-
based system such as D Aoust discloses is to perform
operations concurrently rather than sequentially so
t hat maxi mum efficiency can be achi eved.
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The exam ner’s contentions to the contrary
notwi t hstandi ng, nmenory storage size in imge digitizer 50 is
not discussed in colum 5 or in any other colum of D Aoust.
The mere fact that D Aoust’s “entities 48, 52, 56, 60, and 64
represent a single docunent inmage pipelined processing
assenbly” (colum 4, lines 23 through 26; Figure 2) does not
mean that conpression and other steps may take place while
imge data is still being received fromthe docunment scanner.
D Aoust is conpletely silent concerning the use of the
“pi pel i ne-based system. . . to perform operations
concurrently rather than sequentially so that maximm
ef ficiency can be achieved.”

Appel l ants argue (Reply Brief, page 3) that:

None of the prior art including D Aoust ‘104

di scl oses or suggests a conbination of elenents in

whi ch a standard conpression algorithmlike the

CCI TT conpression algorithmis applied to

conpressi ng non-transposed pi xel data scanned from a

docunent using a docunent scanner in a nmultiple

processi ng channel environnment wherein

conpression in each channel begins after the first

non-transposed scan |ine of pixels is generated but

before the | ast non-transposed scan |ine of pixels

is derived from scanning the docunent

We agree with appellants’ argunents. Wen the teachings

of D Aoust are considered in toto, it is very clear that the
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docunent 16 is conpletely scanned before the initiation of the
conpression operation (colum 5, line 3 through colum 6, |ine
46) .

Even if we assune for the sake of argunent that it would
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to
nodi fy D Aoust with the disparate teachings of Asano, Klein,
Chatterjee and Rohrer, the initiation of conpression and ot her
operations while the docunent is still being scanned woul d not
have been taught nor would it have been suggested by the
conbi ned teachings of the references. In sumary, the
obvi ousness rejection of claims 3, 5, 7, 8, 25 through 29, 42,
44 and 46 is reversed.

DECI SI ON

The decision of the examner rejecting clains 3, 5, 7, 8,
25 through 29, 42, 44 and 46 under 35 U.S.C. 8 103 is
reversed

REVERSED

JAVES D. THOVAS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
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BOARD OF PATENT

KENNETH W HAI RSTON APPEALS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge AND
| NTERFERENCES

JOSEPH L. DI XON
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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