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This is a decision on appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 134 from
the final rejection of clains 1-33.
W reverse.

BACKGROUND

The di sclosed invention is directed to a nethod and
system for conpressing and deconpressing | um nance and
chrom nance information within a video data stream The
sel ected conpression techni ques are encoded utili zing
sel ect ed escape codes and header codes. An escape code is
inserted into the video streamto indicate a commopn
conpression characteristic; in the disclosed enbodi nent one
nmode woul d indicate real-tinme conpression and a second node
woul d indicate off-line conpression (figure 2A). Header
codes are inserted at the beginning of each data block. A
header code when taken together with a precedi ng escape code
i ndi cates which of the nmultiple conpression techni ques was
utilized to conpress the associated data. Conpression
efficiency is achieved in two ways. First, because of the
escape code, the ambunt of encoded data in the conpressed
video data streamis reduced. Second, a header code can

utilize a smaller nunber of bits to represent diverse
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conpressi on techni ques because the sanme bit conbination can

be interpreted in different ways dependi ng on the value of a

precedi ng escape code.
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Claim1 is reproduced bel ow.

1. An image processing systemfor conpressing a
digital data stream conprising a sequential series of
data bl ocks, each of said data bl ocks having a

begi nning and representing a portion of a digitized
video i mage which is displayed as a succession of

mul ti-block frames, the imge processing system
conpri si ng:

a frame buffer store responsive to the digital
data streamfor storing a plurality of sequential data
bl ocks representing an entire franme of the digitized
vi deo i mage;

apparatus responsive to digital data in each of
t he sequential data bl ocks for conpressing the digital
data in each data bl ock using one of a plurality of
conpressi on techni ques;

a conparat or nmechani smresponsive to the stored
data bl ocks and to the digital data streamfor
inserting into the digital data stream an escape code
whi ch indicates a common conpression characteristic
shared by a plurality of digital data blocks follow ng
t he escape code; and

apparatus responsive to the one of the plurality
of conpression techniques and to the escape code for
inserting a header code at a beginning of each data
bl ock, which header code when taken together with a
precedi ng escape code indicates the one of the
plurality of conpression techniques used.

The Exam ner relies on the follow ng references:

Kantner, Jr. et al. (Kantner) 5,463,701 Cct ober 31,
1995
(filed January 18, 1994)
Bhargava et al. (Bhargava) 5,471, 248 Novenber 28, 1995
(filed Novenber 13, 1992)
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Clainms 1-29 stand rejected under 35 U S.C. 8§ 102(e) as
bei ng anti ci pated by Kant ner.

Clainms 30-33 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as
bei ng unpat ent abl e over Kant ner and Bhar gava.

W refer to the second Oficial Action (Paper No. 9),
the Final Rejection (Paper No. 14), and the Exam ner's
Answer (Paper No. 20) (pages referred to as "EA_ ") for a
statenent of the Exam ner's position and to the Appeal Brief
(Paper No. 19) (pages referred to as "Br__") for a statenent
of Appellants' argunents thereagainst.

OPI NI ON

"Anticipation is established only when a single prior

art reference discloses, expressly or under principles of

i nherency, each and every el enent of a clainmed invention."

RCA Corp. v. Applied Digital Data Systens, Inc., 730 F.2d

1440, 1444, 221 USPQ 385, 388 (Fed. Cir. 1984).

Kant ner di scl oses a nethod and system for conpressing
digitized color video data. During conpression, each inage
i s deconposed into a plurality of non-overl appi ng,
contiguous rectangul ar regions terned el enentary units,

typically a four by four matrix of pixels (col. 4,
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lines 35-41). Each elenentary unit corresponds to one of
four types: unchanged, honobgeneous, pattern, or
predeterm ned pattern (col. 4, lines 43-45). 1In the
protocol of the conpressed video data stream 38, elenentary
units are organi zed as quadruples, and a byte header having
four two-bit dyads defines the correspondi ng type of each of
the four elenentary units (col. 4, lines 50-61). A
predeterm ned pattern elenentary unit type is encoded as an
i ndex block 54 into a table of predeterm ned bit nmap
patterns 56 (col. 5, lines 14-28). Kantner discl oses
"escape codes"” as follows (col. 5, lines 36-43):

If the table of patterns 56 is limted in nunber,
certain entries in the table may be designated as
escape codes. Subsequent to a byte header 68,
occurrence of an escape code 70 in the location of an
i ndex block is indicated. Such escape codes can
i ndi cate a nunber of things including, run | engths of
el enentary units which are unchanged or honbgeneous.

Subsequent to the escape code a supplenmental run length
bl ock 72 may be provided. [Enphasis added.]

Thus, Kantner discloses an escape code 70 foll ow ng a header
68 in a conpressed video data stream 38.

Appel l ants agree that the dyad values within a byte
header (e.g., dyads 44, 46, 48, and 50 havi ng dyad val ues

00, 01, 10, 11 in byte header 42 shown in figure 3 of
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Kantner) indicate the conpression technique utilized to
conpress the video data in a corresponding elenentary unit
(Br7).

Appel l ants argue (Br6): "Kantner fails to identically
di scl ose the escape code, which as recited in exenplary
Claim 1, 'indicates a commopn conpression characteristic
shared by a plurality of digital data bl ocks foll ow ng the
escape code' and which indicates a particular conpression
t echni que when taken together with a subsequent header
code."” "Thus, Kantner teaches neither the ordering (i.e.,
escape code precedi ng header code) nor the function of the
escape code recited in the present clainms.” (Br7.)

The Exam ner states that "Applicant's first assertion
is that Kantner fails to disclose the use of byte headers in
conjunction with the escape codes" (EA5). The Exam ner
finds that when the dyad in the header indicates a
predeterm ned pattern elenentary unit, the stream 38
contains an index block 54 and that, in some circunstances,
an escape code can replace the index block. The escape code
can indicate run lengths of elenmentary units which are

unchanged or honpbgeneous (two types of conpression). Thus,
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t he Exam ner finds that the header and the escape code are
used together to indicate the conpression techni que (EAG).
While we agree with the Exam ner's findings, the
anal ysi s does not address Appellants' argunment. Appellants
do not argue that the header and escape codes are not taken
together to indicate a conpression technique. |Instead,
Appel lants' first argunent is that the escape codes in
Kantner do not performthe clained function of "an escape
code which indicates a conmon conpression characteristic
shared by a plurality of digital data bl ocks foll ow ng the
escape code.” As to this limtation, considered in
i solation, Kantner's disclosure that the "escape codes can
indicate . . . run lengths of elenentary units which are
unchanged or honpbgeneous" (col. 5, lines 40-42) teaches that
t he escape code indicates a conmon conpression
characteristic (unchanged or honpbgeneous) shared by a
plurality of data bl ocks (the nunber of bl ocks or elenentary
units is indicated by the run I ength) follow ng the escape
code. The limtation does not require that all data bl ocks
followi ng the escape code share the conmon conpression

characteristic. Therefore, Kantner literally neets this
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limtation although Appellants' escape code is disclosed to
work differently.

The Exam ner correctly states that Appellants' second
argunent is that "[Kantner] fails to disclose using byte
headers subsequent to the escape codes in the conpressed
bit-stream for delineating the desired conpression
techni que" (EA6). The Exam ner provides a | ong and conpl ex
di scussi on of how Kantner can be interpreted to neet the
limtation, which we do not find persuasive.

First, the Exam ner erroneously finds byte header 68 to
be a "trailing byte header" (EA7), which is a function of
t he previous quadruple of elenmentary units. It is stated
(EA7): "Wiile Kantner discloses accessing the |eading byte
header [42] for determ ning the coding technique placenent

for the first quadruple which follows, the reference appears

to be silent on the function of the trailing byte header for

anyt hing, as would be required by the clainms in question”
(underlining added). Nevertheless, the Exam ner finds that
one of ordinary skill in the art would have recogni zed that
t he encodi ng process inserts a trailing byte header which is

a function of the previous quadruple of elenentary units.
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This finding is erroneous. A "header"” refers to
identification or control information placed at the
beginning of a file or nessage, as contrasted with a
"trailer” which refers to information placed at the end. It
is clear that header 68 is associated with subsequent

bl ocks, two of which are the escape code bl ock 70 and

bl ock 72, and not with the previous bl ocks. Al though

figure 3 shows a gap between header 68 and bl ock 70, this
only neans that one to three elenentary units may be encoded
before the escape code, not that header 68 is functionally
associated with the previous blocks. That is, header 68 has
the same structure as header 42 and refers to subsequent

el enentary units in the stream 38.

Second, the Examner errs in finding that where the
escape code indicates elenentary units crossing quadruple
boundaries, "the generated trailing byte header of the first
guadrupl e woul d indicate the actual positional
i npl emrentation of the escape code conpression technique for
the specific elementary units in the subsequent quadruple”
(EA10), i.e., the trailing header follows the escape code.

As discussed in the precedi ng paragraph, there is no

- 10 -
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“"trailing header." The headers, including header 68, refer
to the conpression of elementary units which follow the
header; they do not refer back to the bl ocks of the
precedi ng quadruple of elenmentary units. Therefore, the
header al ways precedes the escape code, contrary to the
limtation of the clains. Kantner expressly states (col. 5,
lines 38-39): "Subsequent to a byte header 68, occurrence
of an escape code 70 in the |ocation of an index block is
indicated.” Thus, the header precedes the escape code.

Kant ner provides very little information about the actual
wor ki ng of the escape code and headers when the escape code
specifies a run length for a conpression techni que
(unchanged or honobgeneous, col. 5, lines 39-43). It is not
cl ear whether there is still a header for every quadrupl e of
el enentary units when the run | ength extends past the
boundary of the quadruple of elenentary units and, if so,
what the header specifies. It is inproper to resort to

specul ati on or unfounded assunptions to supply deficiencies

in the factual basis for a rejection. 1n re Warner,

379 F.2d 1011, 1017, 154 USPQ 173, 178 (CCPA 1967). There
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is nothing in Kantner which indicates that the subsequent
headers use the information specified in the escape code.

Third, we observe that the "run | ength" escape code in
Kantner is very simlar to the run I ength escape code
described in Appellants' specification (p. 21, lines 10-16)
with respect to figure 5. However, this disclosed escape
code is not the "streaminterpretation” escape code which is
cl ai med.

For the reasons stated above, we find that the Exam ner

has failed to establish a prima facie case of anticipation
as to independent clains 1, 9, 17, 21, and 29. The
anticipation rejection of clains 1-29 is therefore reversed.
| ndependent clains 30 and 32 contain simlar limtations to
t hose discussed in the anticipation rejection. Bhargava,
applied in the obviousness rejection of clainms 30-33, does
not cure the deficiencies of Kantner. Accordingly, the

obvi ousness rejection of clains 30-33 is reversed. In
summary, the rejections of clains 1-33 are reversed.

REVERSED
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