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publication and is not binding precedent of the Board.
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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe exam ner's fina
rejection of clainms 2 through 4, which are all of the clains
pending in this application.

Appel lant's invention relates to a nethod of coding
progressive video signals. Caim2 is illustrative of the
clainmed invention, and it reads as follows:

2. A nethod of coding original progressive video signals and
progressive video signals derived frominterlaced video signals
conprising the steps of:

a) producing a first DCT result on (n pixels * nl2 |lines) of

information from (n pixels * mlines) of information of one
macr obl ock of an input video signal
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b) producing a second DCT result by interpolation fromthe
first DCT result;

c) adding the second DCT result and the first DCT result;
d) conparing the added DCT result of step ¢ with a DCT
result produced on the entire (n pixels * mlines) of
i nformation, and

e) selecting an opti mum codi ng based on the conparison
results in step d.

The prior art reference of record relied upon by the
exam ner in rejecting the appealed clains is:

Yonemtsu et al. (Yonemtsu) 5,485, 279 Jan. 16, 1996

Clainms 2 through 4 stand rejected under 35 U S.C. § 102(hb)
as being anticipated by Yonem tsu.

Reference is nade to the Exam ner's Answer (Paper No. 20,
mai | ed August 13, 2001) for the exam ner's conplete reasoning in
support of the rejection, and to appellant's Brief (Paper No. 19,
filed June 18, 2001) and Reply Brief (Paper No. 21, filed
Cctober 1, 2001) for the appellant's argunents thereagainst.

OPI NI ON

We have carefully considered the clains, the applied prior
art reference, and the respective positions articul ated by
appel l ant and the exam ner. As a consequence of our review, we
will reverse the anticipation rejection of clains 2 through 4.

Appel | ant argues (Brief, page 4) that in the clained

i nvention, a conparison is done after DCT is perforned, whereas
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in Yonem tsu, a conparison is done using estimtes, before DCT is
actually perfornmed. The exam ner responds (Answer, page 5) that
"[t]he clained limtation "DCT result' is broad enough to be
interpreted as an input in selection of the DCT transformation as
opposed to being the transform The timng of when the DCT
transformati on takes place is not disclosed anywhere in the
clains.” W disagree with the exam ner.

As pointed out by appellant (Reply Brief, page 2), the plain
meaning of the term"result"” is the outcone or product of a
process. The plain nmeaning of the phrase "producing a . . . DCT
result” is executing the transformation to obtain the product
t hereof, and adding DCT results and conparing DCT results clearly
refer to adding and conparing the outcones of the various DCT
processes. Since Yonem tsu does not execute the transfornation
until after the optinmumcoding is selected, Yonemtsu fails to
anticipate the clains. Accordingly, we cannot sustain the

anticipation rejection of clains 2 through 4.
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CONCLUSI ON

The decision of the exam ner rejecting clains 2 through 4
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) is reversed.
REVERSED

KENNETH W HAI RSTON
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT

ANI TA PELLMAN GRCSS APPEALS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge AND
| NTERFERENCES

MAHSHI D D. SAADAT
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

N N N N N N N N N N N N N

APG cl m



Appeal No. 2001-2483
Application No. 09/040, 561

Texas | nstruments | ncorporated
P. O. Box 655474, Ms 219
Dal | as, Texas 75265



