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TH'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 |l aw 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(2) is not binding precedent of the Board.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 BEHZAD SHAHRARAY

Appeal No. 1997-0650
Application 08/171, 136

ON BRI EF

Bef ore URYNOW CZ, THOVAS, and FRAHM Adm nistrative Patent
Judges.

THOMAS, Adm ni strative Patent Judge.

DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

Appel | ant has appealed to the Board fromthe exam ner's
final rejection of clainms 1 through 27, which constitute al

the clains in the application.

t Application for patent filed Decenber 21, 1993.
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Representative claim1l is reproduced bel ow

1. A method of determ ning scene changes in a sequence
of visual information-bearing frames, conprising the steps of:

(a) dividing a first digitized frame into a first
plurality of regions and a second digitized franme into a
second plurality that respectively correspond in |ocation to
the first plurality of regions;

(b) bl ock-matching the regions of the first digitized
frame to the regions of the second digitized frane to produce
regi onal match signals that represent a |ikelihood that the
regions of the first digitized frame contain visua
i nformati on substantially simlar to respective matching
regions of the second digitized frane;

(c) ordering, to obtain an ordered sequence, the regiona
mat ch signals beginning with a best regional match signa
defining a best match and ending with a worst regional match
signal defining a worst match;

(d) averagi ng together a predeterm ned nunber of the
regional match signals that are selected in the ordered
sequence of step (c) beginning wiwth the best match signal, to
obtai n an instantaneous match (IM, said IMsignal providing a
criteria for determ ning whether the first digitized frane
represents a scene different froma scene represented by the
second digitized frane; and

(e) indicating a scene change when the I Msignal neets a
predet erm ned decision criterion.
The follow ng references are relied on by the exam ner:

Avis et al. (Avis) 5,027, 205 June 25,
1991
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Golin 5, 265, 180 Nov. 23,
1993

Clainms 1 through 27 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103.
As evi dence of obviousness, the exam ner relies upon Golin in
vi ew of Avis.

Rat her than repeat the positions of the appellant and the
exam ner, reference is made to the brief and answer for the
respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON

Cenerally for the reasons set forth by appellant at pages
9 through 21 of the brief, we reverse the outstanding
rejection of clainms 1 through 27 under 35 U. S.C. 8§ 103.

The exam ner attenpts to correlate the various clained
features in the statenent of the rejection to certain figures
and columar |ocations in Golin and Avis. On the one hand,

t he exam ner asserts that Golin teaches the instantaneous

mat ch signal (IM of the clains on appeal as well as the
cunmul ati ve match signal (CM, but recognizes at page 5 of the
answer that there is no specific teaching of these signals,

asserting at page 6 that the artisan would have recogni zed the
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teachings of Golin as the sane as these signals. Appell ant
asserts otherwise in the brief and we agree with this
position. W do not see nor do we understand how the artisan
woul d have seen the correlation of the various signals of the
output circuit block diagrans of the figures of Golin to
correspond to the clainmed instantaneous nmatch signal of

I ndependent clains 1 and 25 on appeal, as well as this signa
in addition to the cunul ative match (CM signal of independent
clains 21 and 24 on appeal. Al though both appellant and we
agree that Avis teaches broadly the concept of block

conpari sons between respective franes of a video signal, we
are not persuaded by any rational e provided by the exam ner or
any teachings or suggestions of Golin and Avis to have |l ed the
artisan to have conbi ned the bl ock division teachings of Avis
into the systemof CGolin as asserted by the exam ner. W are

t herefore not persuaded that the exam ner has set forth a

pri ma facie case of obviousness of the clained i nvention set

forth at least in independent clains 1, 11, 21, 24 and 25 on

appeal .
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Mor eover, assum ng for the sake of argunent that the
references are properly conbi ned, we find no teaching or
suggestion of the clainmed ordering and averagi ng toget her
steps of independent claim 1l on appeal to derive the best
mat ch signal and to eventually obtain the instantaneous or IM
signal which is claimed to indicate a scene change only when
the signal neets predeterm ned decision criteria as set forth
i n independent clainms 1 and 25 on appeal.

We do not understand Avis as teaching the details of
bl ock mat chi ng defined by clause (c) of claim11l on appeal,
| et al one the conbi ned teachings of the references teaching
the cal cul ati on of an average val ue and then normalizing a
m ni mrum val ue of the first match signal to obtain a normalized
m ni nrum val ue set forth at the end of claim 11l on appeal.

Finally, as to independent clains 21 and 24 on appeal, we
find no basis in the conbi ned teachi ngs and suggestions of the
references relied upon for conparing the plurality of pairs of
frames set forth in claim?21l, for exanple, in order to
generate an instantaneous match (I M signal and then
“tenporally filtering” this signal to generate the clained
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cunmul ative match (CM signal, let alone the feature of
i ndicating a scene change when both the (IM and the (CM
signals neet predeterm ned decision criteria.

Since we reverse the rejection of each independent claim
1, 11, 21, 24 and 25 on appeal, we also reverse the rejection

of their respective dependent cl ains.
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In view of the foregoing, we have reversed the rejection

of clains 1 through 27 under 35 U. S.C. § 103.

REVERSED

Stanley M Urynow cz, Jr.
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

Janes D. Thonms
PATENT
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

Eric S. Frahm
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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