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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 134 fromthe
final rejection of clains 1-19. No claimhas been all owed.

Ref erences relied on by the Exaniner

Her nandez et al. 4, 686, 522 Aug. 11, 1987
(Her nandez)

Togawa et al. (Togawa) 4,953, 225 Aug. 28, 1990

Skl ar ew 4,972, 496 Nov. 20, 1990

' Application for patent filed June 4, 1992.
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Aguro et al. (Aguro) 5, 150, 424 Sep. 22, 1992
(filed Nov. 29, 1990)

Kapl an 5, 280, 275 Jan. 18, 1994
(filed Jan. 24, 1992)

Japanese Laid Open Application 63-316284 Dec. 23, 1988

( Yoshi kawa)

Japanese Lai d- OQpen Application 2-249086 Cct. 4, 1990

(Sugi yana)

The Rejections on Appeal

Clains 10-19 stand finally rejected under 35 U S.C. § 112,
first paragraph, as being based on an unenabling disclosure.

In the final Ofice action (Paper No. 7), clainms 1, 2, 4,
and 6-19 were finally rejected under 35 U . S.C. § 103 as being
unpat ent abl e over Togawa, Sugi yama or Aguro, and Hernandez. In
the exam ner’s answer, however, all references to Sugi yana were
dropped, and only clains 1, 2, 4, 6-8 and 10-13 are said to be
rejected as bei ng unpatentabl e over Togawa, Aguro and Her nandez.
In a suppl enental answer (Paper No. 18), however, the exam ner
clarified that clains 18 and 19 were rejected on the sane ground
as well. Thus, clains 1, 2, 4, 6-8, 10-13, and 18-19 stand
finally rejected over Togawa, Aguro and Hernandez.

In the final Ofice action (Paper No. 7), claim3 was
finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as bei ng unpatentabl e over

Togawa, Sugi yana, Hernandez and Sklarew. In the examner’s
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answer, however, the reference to Sugiyama is replaced with
Aguro. Thus, claim3 stands finally rejected over Togawa, Aguro,
Her nandez and Sklarew. C aim 3 depends fromclaim2 and claim?2
depends fromclaim 1.

In the final Ofice action (Paper No. 7), claim5 was
finally rejected under 35 U S.C. § 103 as bei ng unpatentabl e over
Togawa, Sugi yana or Aguro, Hernandez and Yoshi kawa. In the
exam ner’ s answer, however, all references to Sugi yana were
removed. Thus, claim5 stands finally rejected over Togawa,
Agur o, Hernandez and Yoshi kawa. Cl aim5 depends fromclaim?2
whi ch depends fromcl aim 1.

In the exam ner’s answer, a new ground of rejection was
applied. Specifically, clains 9, 14, and 15-17 were rejected
under 35 U.S.C. 8 103 as bei ng unpat entabl e over Togawa, Aguro,
Her nandez and Kaplan. Caim9 depends fromclaim®6 and claim 14
depends from cl ai m 10.

The | nventi on

The invention is directed to a hand-witten character entry
and recognition apparatus and nmethod. According to the
specification, it provides the desired recognition result w thout
requiring frequent turning of the operator’s eyes or frequent

novenent of the position of a pointing device away fromthe
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character entry position. |In particular, a plurality of

candi date characters for selection are displayed in an area

abutting the input or a representation of the input.
Representative claim1l is reproduced bel ow

1. A hand-witten character entry apparatus of a type having
an input device for inputting hand-witten characters and a
di spl ay device, wherein a hand-witten character pattern inputted
by the input device is recognized and a plurality of candidate
characters having configurations simlar to that of the
recogni zed character pattern are extracted and standard character
patterns corresponding to the candi date characters are di spl ayed
for selection on said display device, said hand-witten character
entry apparatus conpri sing:

first means for providing, at a position in said display
devi ce corresponding to the position where the hand-witten
character is inputted by said input device, an input character
di splay area for displaying a first candi date character
exhi biting the highest degree of simlarity anong said candi date
characters;

seconds neans for providing, at a position in said display
device abutting said input character display area, a candidate
character display area for displaying the plurality of candi date
characters;

means for detecting derivation of a signal indicating any
portion of said candidate character display area has been
i nputted through said input device; and

means for replacing said first candidate character with a
sel ected one of the candidate characters displayed at a portion
of said candi date character display area appoi nted by said input
devi ce.
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Qpi ni on

We do not sustain the rejection of clains 10-19 under
35 U.S.C. 8§ 112, first paragraph, as being based on an unenabli ng
di scl osure.

We sustain the rejection of clains 1, 6-8, 10-13, 15, 16, 18
and 19 under 35 U. S.C. § 103 as bei ng unpatentabl e over prior
art.

We do not sustain the rejection of clains, 2-5, 9, 14 and 17
as being unpatentable over prior art.

The rejection based on 35
US C 8§ 112, first paragraph

The exam ner has rejected clains 10-19 as being based on an
unenabl i ng di scl osure. The test for enablenent under 35 U. S.C.
8§ 112, first paragraph, is whether one reasonably skilled in the
art could make or use the clained invention fromthe disclosed
subject matter together with information in the art w thout undue

experinmentation. United States v. Telectronics, Inc., 857 F.2d

778, 785, 8 USPQ@d 1217, 1223 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied,

490 U. S. 1046 (1989). A disclosure can be enabling even though

sonme experinmentation is necessary. Hybritech Inc. v. Mnocl onal

Anti bodies, Inc., 802 F.2d 1367, 1384, 231 USPQ 81, 94 (Fed. G

1986), cert. denied, 480 U S. 947 (1987). The issue is whether
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t he anbunt of necessary experinentation is undue. |In re Vaeck,

947 F.2d 488, 495, 20 USPQR2d 1438, 1444 (Fed. Cr. 1991).

Here, the exam ner has made no expl anati on whatsoever as to
what experinentation would be required by one with ordinary skil
in the art in order to make and use the clained invention, and
al so no explanation as to why any such experinentation would be
undue. Accordingly, the rejection of the clains as being based
on unenabl i ng di scl osure cannot be sust ai ned.

It appears, however, that the exam ner intended to reject
the clains as being wthout witten description support in the
specification. The witten description requirenent is also a
requirenent of 35 U. S.C. 8§ 112, first paragraph. But it is

separate and apart fromthe enabling disclosure requirenent.

In re Wlder, 736 F.2d 1516, 1520, 222 USPQ 369, 372 (Fed. G
1984). The purpose of the witten description requirenent is
broader than to nerely explain how to nmake and use the clained
invention. Rather, the applicant nust also convey with
reasonable clarity to those skilled in the art that, as of the
filing date sought, he or she was in possession of the invention.

Vas-Cath Inc. v. Mihurkar, 935 F.2d 1555, 1563, 19 USP@2d 1111

1116 (Fed. Cir. 1991); In re Kaslow, 707 F.2d 1366, 1375,
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217 USPQ 1089, 1096 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Snythe, 480 F.2d

1376, 1382, 178 USPQ 279, 284 (CCPA 1973).

Even assum ng that the examner’s rejection is for |ack of
witten description in the specification, it cannot be sustai ned.
The examner’s position is that claim 10 requires a "sensor" for
t he shapes of inscribed characters and a "conparator" for the
stored signals and signals fromthe sensor. Satisfaction of the
witten description requirenment does not require the description

to be in ipsis verbis antecedence in the originally filed

application. |In re Lukach, 442 F.2d 967, 969, 169 USPQ 795, 796

(CCPA 1971). In our view, and in the context of this case, if
the required sensing and conparing functions are perfornmed, even
if the appellants have not used the exact words "sensor" and
"conparator"” to describe the circuit or apparatus which perforns
the functions, the rejection for lack of witten description
support is without nerit.

In the specification at pages 8-9, it is stated:

The arrangenent is such that, when the stylus pen 15 is

noved on the tablet 14 across the display unit 2, a

position designated by the stylus pen 15 is detected in
terms of x and y coordi nate val ues.

* * *

: More specifically, after the entry of hand-
mwltten characters by the stylus pen 15 is commenced
begi nning fromone of the character franmes 17, any
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movenent of the stylus pen in the "up" state to the
exterior of a character box 17 is regarded as being
conpletion of witing of one character, thus cutting
out such individuals characters in one-by-one fashion.

The above-quoted witten description reveals that the appellants
were in possession of the subject matter of sensing the shape of
inscribed characters. Note that the position of the pen before
it islifted is detected in terns of x and y coordi nate val ues.
That the specification refers to circuitry which detects the
position of the stylus pen as a "character cut-out portion" does
not detract fromits sufficiently supporting the term"sensor" as
is broadly clainmed by the appell ants.

In the specification at page 10, it is stated:

The character recognition portion 5 recognizes the
cut-out hand-witten character pattern and extracts a
plurality of candi date characters having configurations
simlar to that of the recognized hand-witten
character pattern, and stores in the recognition result
menory 6 the codes corresponding to these candi date
characters in the order of closeness of simlarity.

* * *

. More specifically, the witing of the imge data
|s conducted such that a standard character pattern
corresponding to the first candi date character
exhi biting the highest degree of simlarity is witten
in an area in the frame nenory 8 corresponding to the
character box 17, and that standard character patterns
corresponding to the plurality of candidate characters
are stored in |ater-nmentioned candi date character boxes
provided in the wi ndow nenory 9.
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In the specification at page 14, it is stated:

The character recognition portion 5 exam nes the

character pattern 19 to recognize it as a character

and operates to extract a plurality of, five in this

case, candi date characters in the order of degree of

simlarity.

The above-quoted di sclosure reveals that the appellants were
i n possession of the idea of conparing the sensed input signal
with stored potential character signals to derive plura
candi date characters. This disclosure adequately supports the
term conparator as broadly recited in the appellants’ clains.
That the specification refers to a "character recognition
portion" rather than a "conparator" does not establish |ack of
witten description for a conparator. It is inplicit that the
character recognition portion 5 includes such a conparator

For the foregoing reasons, the rejection of clainms 10-19 as
bei ng based on an unenabling di scl osure cannot be sustai ned.
Moreover, even if the rejection had been one for lack of witten
description under 35 U . S.C. § 112, first paragraph, it also

cannot be sust ai ned.

The rejection of clains 1, 2, 4, 6-8, 10-13
and 18-19 under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103 over prior art

Qur opinion is based solely on the argunents raised by the

appellants in their briefs. W do not address and offer no
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opi nion on argunents which could have been rai sed but were not
set forth in the briefs.

Wth respect to independent clains 1, 10 and 15, the
appel l ants argue that the applied prior art nowhere suggests
pl aci ng the candi date character display area "to abut" the input
character display area (Br. at 7, line 5). The appellants argue
that the abutting feature is not disclosed in any of the
references (Br. at 8, lines 8-10). Also, the appellants state
that the prior art requires an operator to nove a stylus a
substantial distance fromthe regi on where the candi date
character was inscribed to a region that is renoved fromthe
inscribed region (Br. at 7, lines 15-17). According to the
appel l ants, the abutting feature provides character recognition
W thout requiring an operator to frequently turn his eyes and
frequently nove the position of a stylus (Br. at 7, |lines 22-23).
Al so according to the appellants, the abutting feature would
require | ess space on the display device for the candi date
display area (Br. at 8, lines 1-3).

It is true that none of Togawa, Aguro, and Hernandez
expressly discloses displaying candi date characters in a display

area abutting that area for displaying the inscribed character.

10
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However, the appellants have overl ooked that the rejection is one
for obvi ousness based on 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103, not antici pation under
35 U S.C § 102.

Her nandez di scl oses an interactive graphical object display
and editing system wherein various editing functions can be
applied to nultiple objects being displayed on the screen.
According to Hernandez, it is disadvantageous to have the editing
function choices displayed in a fixed area on the bottom of the
screen well renoved fromthe [ ocation of the graphical objects.
Fromcolum 2, line 67 to colum 3, line 2, Hernandez states:

The operator should not be required to nove the

poi nt of action fromthe graphic object to the bottom

of the screen and back to the object nerely to select a

different editing action.

To achi eve the above-stated goal, Hernandez displays its nmenu of
editing functions wherever the user places the cursor on the
screen (colum 5, lines 39-42). According to Hernandez, the
editing function nenu is usually displayed in a blank area of the
screen (colum 5, lines 37-38). Thereafter, Hernandez sel ects
one of the displayed editing functions and then places the cursor
next to that graphic object to which the selected editing
function wll be applied so that the object can be selected

(colum 5, lines 43-64). Figure 4 illustrates where the editing

menu i s displayed in one particular instance.

11
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The appel |l ants argue that Hernandez’s editing nmenu has
nothing to do with hand-witten input character recognition and
thus its teachi ngs about where to place the editing nenu for
graphi cal objects are not applicable to character recognition
systens such as that disclosed in Togawa or Aguro (Br. page 9,
line 21 to page 10, line 5). The appellants further argue that
Her nandez teaches only the placing of the nenu at where the
cursor is and not the "abutting"” relationship called for by the
claims (Br. at 10, lines 7-12).

In our view, both of the appellants’ argunents are m spl aced
and without nerit. First, it should be noted that a reference
must be considered for everything it teaches by way of technol ogy
and is not limted to the particular invention it is describing

and attenpting to protect. EW Corp. v. Reliance Universal lnc.,

755 F. 2d 898, 907, 225 USPQ 20, 25 (Fed. Cir.), cert. denied,

474 U.S. 843 (1985). A reference nust be evaluated for all its
teachings and is not limted to its specific enbodinents. In re

Bode, 550 F.2d 656, 661, 193 USPQ 12, 17 (CCPA 1977); Ln re Snow,

471 F.2d 1400, 1403, 176 USPQ 328, 329 (CCPA 1973). The teaching
val ue of Hernandez to one with ordinary skill in the art is nuch
nor e expansi ve than the appellants realize. A reasonable reading

of Hernandez by one with ordinary skill in the art woul d convey

12
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t he thought that where a plurality of itens are for selection in
connection with sone object displayed on a screen, it would be
best to have a selection nenu displayed not far and away fromthe
object, but in close proximty in relation thereto. It would be
unreasonable to limt Hernandez’'s teaching value to only non-
character type graphical objects which require on-screen editing.
We do not find that Hernandez constitutes nonanal ogous art,
since its disclosure is reasonably pertinent to the problemwth
whi ch the appellants were involved, i.e., frequent turning of the
eyes and noving of the stylus away fromthe point of interest on
a screen, albeit in the context of character entry. Also, the
test for obviousness is not whether the features of one reference
may be bodily incorporated into another reference, but whether
t he conbi ned teachi ngs render the claimed subject matter obvi ous.
In re Whod, 599 F.2d 1032, 1036, 202 USPQ 171, 174 (CCPA 1979).
Secondly, while Hernandez does not expressly state that the
menu can be di splayed to abut any particular object, we think it
is the natural and next | ogical step in keeping with the
t eachi ngs of Hernandez. Note that in Hernandez the object to be
acted on is not selected until after the editing function has
been selected. Thus, it is not possible to place the editing

function nmenu in an abutting relationship to the object to be

13
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acted on. However, where the object with respect to which the
menu choices are related is already selected, as is the case in
Aguro, it woul d have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in
the art in light of Hernandez to display the nmenu choices in an
abutting relationship to the correspondi ng object, i.e., the
inscribed handwitten character or a representation thereof. It
reflects nerely a straight forward application of Hernandez’'s
teaching of proxinmally |ocating the menu choices to the
correspondi ng object. W agree with the examner that in |ight
of Hernandez it woul d have been obvious to one with ordinary
skill in the art to nodify Aguro so that the candi date character
di spl ay area abuts the inscribed character display area.

The appel |l ants have grouped claim 18 with claim1 (Br. at
11) and claim8 with claim6 (Br. at 12).

For the foregoing reasons, the rejection of clains 1, 6, 8,
10 and 18 is sustained.

Claim 2 depends fromclaim1 and specifically requires that
there be a plurality of input character display areas and a
candi date character display area for each input character display
area. The appellants argue (Br. at 10-11) that nothing in the
applied references reasonably suggest a candi date character

di splay area for each of a plurality of input character display

14
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area. In response, the exam ner does not address the issue

rai sed by the appellants, but nerely reiterate the position that
the abutting relationship would have been obvious (answer at 11
lines 7-18). It appears that Aguro woul d not have reasonably
suggested the one-to-one fixed relationship between candi date
character display areas and i nput character display areas. In
Agur o, the graphical objects can be anywhere on the screen and
the sane is true for its editing function nenu.

Because the exam ner has not reasonably explained his
position concerning the clained features of claim2, the
rejection of claim2 cannot be sustained. Caim4 depends from
claim?2 and therefore the rejection of claim4 also cannot be
sust ai ned.

Cl aim 19 depends fromclaiml and recites that the first
candi date character is not displayed in the candi date character
display area. It is true that none of the applied references
specifically teaches this feature. However, we agree with the
exam ner that this aspect of the clainmed invention would have
been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art. Because the
first candidate character is already displayed in the position
corresponding to the position of the inscribed input character,

as is evidently already taught by Aguro, one with ordinary skil

15



Appeal No. 95-0175

Appl i cation 07/894, 147

in the art would readily recognize that it is not necessary to
have the first candi date character displayed again, especially in
an abutting display area. It should be noted that one with
ordinary skill in the art is presuned to possess a certain |evel
of common sense and basic skills. A conclusion of obviousness
may be made from common know edge and conmmon sense of the person
of ordinary skill in the art wthout any specific hint or

suggestion in a particular reference. 1n re Bozek, 416 F. 2d

1385, 1390, 163 USPQ 545, 549 (CCPA 1969). See also ln re

Sovi sh, 769 F.2d 738, 743, 226 USPQ 771, 774 (Fed. G r. 1985)
("This [Applicant's] argunent presumes stupidity rather than
skill"™). The disclosure of a reference is not limted to its

preferred enbodi nents or working exanples. E.g., In re Burckel,

592 F.2d 1175, 1179, 201 USPQ 67, 70 (CCPA 1979); Inre MIls,

470 F.2d 649, 651, 176 USPQ 196, 198 (CCPA 1972).

Thus, the rejection of claim19 is sustained.

Claim7 depends fromclaim6 and recites a step respondi ng
to the inscribed character to activate the display so a
reproduction of the inscribed character and the candi date
characters are displayed on the display in the abutting regions.
In the brief on page 12, lines 12-15, the appellants state that

this step permts the operator to see the displayed inscribed

16
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character and the candi date characters sinmultaneously, wthout
novenent of his eyes and enabl es m ni nrum pen novenent.
Evidently, this is the sanme argunent as that set forth by the
appellants with respect to the independent clains 1, 6 and 10.
Since the rejection of clains 1, 6 and 10 is sustained, the
rejection of claim7 wll also be sustained.

Claim 11 depends fromclaim1l0 and further recites that the
devi ce responds to the sensor to display the inscribed character
on the second region of the display and replace the inscribed
character on the second region of the display with the sel ected
character. The appellants argue (Br. at 13, lines 14-17) that
claim 1l nore specifically requires the inscribed character to be
replaced by the sel ected character, which is not shown or
suggested by the prior art. The argunent is rejected.

In colum 5, lines 19-28 of Togawa, it is disclosed that as
the hand-witten character is inputted the information for the
| ocus of the input pen is sinultaneously displayed and outputted.
Thereafter, according to colum 5, lines 38-40 of Togawa, the
result recognized by the recognizing unit 14 is displayed instead
of the handwitten character. This description would have
reasonably suggested the feature of claim1ll, i.e., the replacing

of the inscribed character with the sel ected character.

17
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Thus, we sustain the rejection of claim1ll. Because the
appel l ants have grouped clains 12 and 13 together with claim 11,
we also sustain the rejection of clains 12 and 13.
The rejection of claims 9, 14, and 15-17

as bei ng unpatentabl e over Togawa, Aguro,
Her nandez and Kaplan under 35 U.S.C. § 103

Claim9 depends fromclaim®6 and further requires that the
candi date character nost simlar to the inscribed character being
di spl ayed closer to the inscribed character than any of the other
candi date characters. Caim 14 depends fromclaim 10 and further
requi res that the candi date character nost simlar to the
i nscri bed character being displayed closer to the inscribed
character than any of the other candidate characters. Caim17
depends fromclaim15 and further requires that the candi date
character nost simlar to the inscribed character being displayed
closer to the inscribed character than any of the other candidate
characters. For this feature of the clained invention, the
exam ner relied on Kaplan. However, the reliance is m splaced.

Kapl an di scloses a tutorial device wherein tutorial data is
di splayed in a first region and a nenu of various executabl e
tutorial control functions is displayed in a second region. In

one of Kaplan’s disclosed enbodinents, it is indicated that the

18
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nmost frequently used tutorial control function is listed first
and the function which is seldomy used is listed last. In
colum 5, lines 19-24, it is stated:

EXAMPLES: By clicking on a pull-down nmenu item

users could rate how often they need to use that nenu

choice. A high rating would cause the nenu to

rearrange itself so that it appears first on the pull-

down nenu. A lower rating would cause the itemto

appear later in the nenu |ist.

The appellants correctly state that it is not seen why one
of ordinary skill in the art would conbi ne Kaplan's tutori al
device with the remai ning references. That Kaplan teaches a
hi erarchy of display based on the anticipated frequency of use of
tutorial functions such as page forward, page backward, nore
i nformati on, undo, delete, and quit, would not have reasonably
suggested a hierarchy of display of candidate characters based on
simlarity in appearance with respect to inputted handwitten
characters. Extending Kaplan's ideas to cover character
recognition systens such that candi date characters are listed in
order of simlarity to the inscribed handwitten character
i nvol ves use of inproper hindsight in light of the appellants’
own specification. The connection between anticipated frequency

of use and simlarity in appearance to input character is too far

stretched and renpte to support a conclusion of obvi ousness.

19
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For the foregoing reasons, the rejection of clainms 9, 14 and
17 cannot be sustai ned.

Cl aim 15 does not require that the candi date characters be
di spl ayed such that the one nost simlar to the inscribed
character is placed closest to the inscribed character. |In that
connection, claim15 is |like independent clains 1, 6 and 10.
Thus, although the rejection of claim15 is nomnally based on
Togawa, Aguro, Hernandez and Kapl an, Kaplan has no application in
the rejection and the rejection is essentially based solely on
Togawa, Aguro and Hernandez. The appellants’ argunents with
regard to claim 15 are the sane as those set forth in connection
with clains 1, 6 and 10. For reasons the sane as those al ready
di scussed above in the context of clains 1, 6 and 10, which have
been rejected over Togawa, Aguro and Hernandez, the appellants’
argunents are rejected in the context of claim15 as well.

Accordingly, the rejection of claim15 is sustained. Al so,
because the appel |l ants have grouped claim 16 together with claim
15 (Br. at 14), the rejection of claim16 is al so sustai ned.

The rejection of claim 3 over
Togawa, Agqur o, Hernandez and Skl arew

Claim 3 depends fromclaim2. Sklarew was applied by the

exam ner for the additional limtation recited in claim 3.

20
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Because the rejection of claim2 is not sustained, the rejection
of claim 3 cannot be sustai ned.

In any event, the exam ner has not established that the
feature added by claim3 is either shown or suggested by the
di scl osure of Sklarew. Claim3 recites that a candi date
character display area associated with one of said input
character display area is displayed in a wi ndow which overlies
anot her input character display area or areas. Sklarew discloses
a w ndow overlay for inserting text at any position identified on
the display. The text for insertion is original input data the
sane as the data which was already there. Sklarew would not have
reasonably suggested how to position a candi date character
di splay area which is associated with a particul ar input
character display area, in the manner as is required by claim 3.

The rejection of claim5 over
Togawa, Agqur o, Hernandez and Yoshi kawa

Claim5 depends fromclaim2. Yoshi kawa was applied by the
exam ner for the additional limtation recited in claimb5.
Because the rejection of claim2 is not sustained, the rejection
of claimb5 cannot be sustai ned.

In any event, the exam ner has not sufficiently expl ained
how t he added features of claimb5 have been net or reasonably

suggested by Yoshikawa. Claim5 requires nore than nere generic

21
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kana to kanji conversion. The exam ner has not expl ai ned how
Yoshi kawa woul d reasonably suggest displaying a first candi date
kanji character in one of at |east two successive input character
di splay areas in which the kana characters being converted into
kanji ware supposedly displayed. It is not clear whether in
Yoshi kawa t he kana characters inputted by keyboard are even

di splayed at all. Yoshikawa is a systemfor recognizing
handwitten kanji characters and the kana characters inputted by
keyboard evidently are used only to help in solving problens when
the systeminitially fails to recognize the inputted handwitten
kanji character.

Concl usi on

The rejection of clains 10-19 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first
par agraph, is reversed.

The rejection of clains 1, 6-8, 10-13, 18 and 19 under
35 U.S.C. 8§ 103 as bei ng unpatentabl e over Togawa, Aguro and
Her nandez is affirned.

The rejection of clains 2 and 4 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as
bei ng unpat ent abl e over Togawa, Aguro and Hernandez is reversed.
The rejection of claim3 under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103 as being

unpat ent abl e over Togawa, Aguro, Hernandez and Skl arew is

reversed
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The rejection of claim5 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being
unpat ent abl e over Togawa, Aguro, Hernandez and Yoshi kawa is
reversed

The rejection of clainms 15 and 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as
bei ng unpat ent abl e over Togawa, Aguro, Hernandez and Kaplan is
af firned.

The rejection of clains 9, 14 and 17 under 35 U . S.C. § 103
as bei ng unpatentabl e over Togawa, Aguro, Hernandez and Kaplan is

reversed
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No tinme period for taking any subsequent action
in connection with this appeal may be extended under
37 CFR § 1.136(a).

AFFI RVED- | N- PART

LEE E. BARRETT
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT
JAMVESON LEE

Adm ni strative Patent Judge APPEALS AND
| NTERFERENCES

Rl CHARD TORCZON
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

N N N N N N N N N N N N
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Lowe, Price, Leblanc & Becker
99 Canal Center Plaza, Suite 300
Al exandria, Virginia 22314
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