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This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejection of
claims 1 through 27, all of the clains pending in the
appl i cation.

The invention relates to an optical infornmation
processi ng systemwherein light is utilized as a nediumfor
carrying information. In particular, the invention is
directed to an optical information processing system which
utilizes a constituent unit group. Appellant discloses on
page 19 of the specification that Figure 1 illustrates a
constituent unit group 1 having an input information
di spl ayi ng means 2 which presents an optical pattern I10. The
constituent unit 1 also includes a plurality of optica
correl ation operation nmeans (3, 3,...). Each optica
correl ation operation nmeans 3 detects only a portion of
optical pattern I0 that falls within its predeterm ned range.
The arrows shown in Figure 1 illustrate the portion of the
optical pattern I0 that falls within the predeterm ned range
of each optical correlation operation neans 3.

I ndependent claim1 is reproduced as foll ows:

1. A constituent unit for an optical information
processi ng system conpri sing:
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i) an input information displaying neans for displaying
i nformation as an optical pattern in at |east one dinension,

ii) a plurality of optical correlation operation neans,
which are | ocated close to said input information displaying
nmeans,

wherein each of said plurality of said optica
correl ation operation nmeans detects a respective portion of
said optical pattern displayed by said input infornmation
di spl ayi ng neans, and

wherein each of said plurality of said optica
correl ation operation neans cal cul ates a correl ation val ue
bet ween said portion of said optical pattern and a
predet erm ned val ue and outputs said correl ation val ue, and

iii) a plurality of electric operation neans,

wherein each of said plurality of said electric
operation neans inputs said correlation value output from at
| east one of said plurality of said optical correlation
operati on neans, and

wherein each of said plurality of said electric
operati on neans perforns an operation based on said
correlation value input fromsaid at | east one of said optica
correl ation operation nmeans and outputs a result of said
oper ati on.

The references relied on by the Exam ner are as foll ows:

Peppers et al. (Peppers) 4,862,511 Aug. 29,
1989
Paek 5,121, 228 Jun. 9,
1992
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Claims 1, 2, 4 and 14 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §
102 as being anticipated by Peppers. dains 3, 5 through 13
and 15 through 27 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as

bei ng unpat ent abl e over Peppers in view of Paek.

Rat her than repeat the argunents of Appellant or the
Exam ner, we nake reference to the briefs? and the answer for

the details thereof.

OPI NI ON
After a careful review of the evidence before us, we do
not agree with the Examner that clainms 1, 2, 4 and 14 are
antici pated by the applied references.
It is axiomatic that anticipation of a claimunder 8§ 102

can be found only if the prior art reference discloses every

2 Appellant filed an appeal brief on January 16, 1996.
Appellant filed a reply appeal brief on June 17, 1996. The
Exam ner responded to the reply brief wwth a letter, mailed
July 3, 1996, stating that the reply brief has been entered
and considered but no further response by the Exam ner is
deened necessary.
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el ement of the claim See In re King, 801 F.2d 1324, 1326,
231 USPQ 136, 138 (Fed. Cir. 1986) and Lindemann
Maschi nenfabri k GvBH v. Anmerican Hoist & Derrick Co., 730 F.2d

1452, 1458, 221 USPQ 481, 485 (Fed. Cir. 1984).

Appel | ant argues on pages 7 and 8 of the brief that
Peppers fails to teach the Appellant's clainmed limtations as
required under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 102. In particular, Appellant
argues on
pages 13 through 17 of the brief that Peppers does not
di scl ose each optical correl ation operation neans only
detecting a portion of the optical pattern. Appellant points
out that Peppers discloses a device in which the entire
optical pattern is outputted to each correlation neans 3a, 6a
and 7a as shown in Peppers' Figure 1. This point is further
enphasi zed in the reply brief.

On page 4 of the answer, the Exam ner argues that Peppers
teaches correl ati on neans which receives a portion of an inmage
pattern displayed. In particular, the Exam ner directs our

attention to colum 1, |lines 6-13.
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Upon a careful review of Peppers, we fail to find that
Peppers teaches "each of said plurality of said optical
correl ation operation nmeans detects a respective portion of
said optical pattern displayed by said input infornmation
di spl ayi ng nmeans” as recited in Appellant's claim1.
Furthernore, we note that clains 2 through 27 recite the above
limtations. Colum 1, lines 6-13, the portion of Peppers
that the Exam ner has directed our attention, is the stated
field of invention. However, this is not a teaching of a
portion of the optical inage being displayed is only received
by the optical correlation operation nmeans. Peppers teaches
in colum 7, line 68, to colum 8, line 9, that the input
i mage forned on the screen of the display 1 is received by the
first lens of the array 3 and is nultiplied by the imge
formation | enses 3a as shown in Figure 1. Peppers further
teaches that the optical pattern inmages 5a shown in Figures 3
through 5 are forned on inmagi nary i mage fornmation plane 5.
Thus, the entire optical pattern is outputted to each
correl ation neans 3a, 6a and 7a shown in Peppers' Figure 1.

Therefore, we find that Peppers fails to teach all of the
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limtations of clainms 1, 2, 4 and 14, and thereby the clains
are not antici pated by Peppers.

Clainms 3, 5 through 13 and 15 through 27 stand rejected
under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as bei ng unpatentabl e over Peppers in
vi ew of Paek. As we pointed out above, these clains require
that each of said plurality of said optical correlation
operation neans detects a respective portion of said optical
pattern di splayed by said input information displaying neans.
The Exami ner is arguing that Peppers teaches this limtation.
As point out above, we find that Peppers teaches detecting the
entire optical pattern displayed, and thereby fails to teach
the Appellant's clainmed limtation. Upon a review of Paek, we
find that Paek fails to teach this limtation as well.
Therefore, we will not sustain the Exam ner's rejection.

In view of the foregoing, the decision of the Exam ner
rejecting clains 1 through 27 is reversed.

REVERSED

STANLEY M URYNOW CZ, JR )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
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