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today (1) was not witten for publication in a | aw
journal and (2) is not binding precedent of the Board.
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! Application for patent filed June 13, 1995, entitled
"Tel evision Signal Receiver," which clains the foreign filing
priority under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 119 of European Patent Ofice
Application 94201797.1, filed June 23, 1994.
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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal under 35 U. S.C. § 134 from
the final rejection of clains 1-8.
W reverse.

BACKGROUND

The di sclosed invention is directed to a television
signal receiver in which the television signal is digitized
and a plurality of processing operations (sync separation,
subcarrier regeneration, etc.) are executed on the digital
signal by a central processing unit executing stored control
prograns. This avoids specially devel oped integrated circuits
with fixed processing power and functionality.

Claim 1, the sole independent claim is reproduced bel ow.

1. Atelevision signal receiver conprising a plurality

of processing neans for executing respective processing

operations on a received television signal, characterized

in that each processing operation is laid down in a

control programstored in a nenory and in that the

plurality of processing nmeans is constituted by a single
processi ng unit which consecutively executes sel ected
ones of the control progranms in synchronismwth the
tel evi si on signal

The Exam ner relies on the followng prior art:

Mogi et al. (Mogi) 4,743, 968 May 10, 1988
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Clainms 1-3 and 5 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(h)
as being anticipated by Mogi.

Clainms 4 and 6-8 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as
bei ng unpat ent abl e over Mogi .

W refer to the Final Rejection (Paper No. 12) and the
Exam ner's Answer (Paper No. 15) (pages referred to as "EA ")
for a statenment of the Exam ner's position and to the Appeal
Brief (Paper No. 14) for a statenent of Appellants' argunents
t her eagai nst .

CPI NI ON

The clains are grouped to stand or fall together.

Mogi includes a plurality of circuits 4-9 that are
controlled by a central processing unit (CPU) 1 via two-wire
bus 2. Appellants argue that these processing neans are
constituted by a plurality of processing circuits, each having
its own processing power, instead of a single processing unit
executing control prograns as clained. Appellants note that
special circuits are what the subject invention seeks to
avoi d.

The Exam ner characterizes the circuits 4-9 in Mgi as a

plurality of operations that are controlled by the CPU 1 and
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finds that the operations nust be carried out by sequentially
executed control prograns stored in the CPU ROM 1 (EA4).
Accordingly, the Exam ner interprets the plurality of
processing neans to be the circuits 4-9, the CPU, and the
control prograns.

It is clear that Mogi does not teach Appellants’
di scl osed invention. 1In Appellants' invention, the received
tel evision signal (conprised of sound signal SND and conposite
video signal CVBS) is digitized and operations are perforned
on it in digital signal processor 4 according to operations
stored in nenory. In Mogi, special purpose integrated
circuits 4-9 performoperations on the tel evision signal under
control of the CPU 1; the operations are not perforned by the
CPU. Wiile there is always a possibility that clains, as
presented, nmay be interpreted in such a way as to read in an
uni nt ended manner on the prior art, we do not find that to be
t he case here.

We agree with Appellants' argunents. Caim1l requires
that the processing neans that executes respective processing
operations on a received television signal be the single

processing unit. In Mgi, the processing neans that execute
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processi ng operations on the television signal are the
separate circuits 4-9, not the CPU.  The fact that the
circuits 4-9 in Mdgi are controlled by the CPU does not nean
that the CPU perforns the processing operations by executing
control prograns. Hence, Mg fails to anticipate the
limtations of "a plurality of processing neans for executing
respective processing operations on a received tel evision
signal . . . the plurality of processing neans is constituted

by a single processing unit which
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consecutively executes sel ected ones of the control prograns

inclaiml. The rejections of clains 1-8 are reversed.

REVERSED
ERROL A. KRASS )
Adm ni strative Pat ent Judge )
BOARD OF PATENT
LEE E. BARRETT APPEALS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge AND
| NTERFERENCES

JOSEPH L. DI XON
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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