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the Exam ner's final rejection of claim7, the only claim

pending in the case.
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The invention is directed to a notion picture encodi ng
system The inprovenent relates to the way notion video
signals are encoded for sending data across signal
transm ssion systens such as a tel evision-tel ephone system
The encoding is desirable to reduce the anpbunt of data
transmtted across, for exanple, a telephone line. There are
two common ways of encoding notion picture video signals for
transm ssion to renote places, nanely, inter-franme encoding
and intra-frame encoding. An intra/inter-franme discrim nator
is adapted to respond to an index indirectly indicating the
generated data quantity as the subject of comparison. The
subj ect of conparison is the sumof the absol ute val ues of
pi xel data in the frames to be encoded. First, for encoding a
target frame, inter-frane difference data is calculated in
preparation for the inter-frane encoding. The difference data
is detected on the basis of continuous inter-frame pixel data
calculated in an average val ue separation circuit and the
absol ute value summation circuits, and is used as an index
indirectly representing the quantity of data generated in
inter-frame encoding. The sum of the absolute values is
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obtained for the whole frame. Then, for the sake of
conpari son, another difference data is cal cul ated by
subtraction of the DC
(1 ow frequency) conponent in the frame for use as the index
indirectly indicating the quantity of generated data for
intra-frane encoding. This quantity is then conpared with the
quantity of data for the inter-franme encoding and if the
guantity of data for the inter-frane encoding is | ess than
intra-franme encoding, the target frane is inter-frane encoded,
otherwise it is intra-frane encoded. The sole claim7 is
reproduced as follows:

7. A notion picture encoding systemfor either intra-
frame encoding or inter-frame encoding a notion picture which

i ncl udes a sequence of frames, conprising:

a first encoding nmeans for encoding at |east a portion of
the notion picture by said intra-franme encodi ng;

a second encodi ng nmeans for encoding at |east a portion
of the notion picture by said inter-franme encodi ng;

means for subtracting a | owfrequency conponent from an
intra-frame difference signal for a frame and producing a
first absolute sumsignal as a result of the subtracting;

means for producing a second absol ute sum si gnal of
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inter-franme difference data for a frame; and

means for conparing the first absolute sumsignal with
t he second absol ute sum signal and selecting the first
encodi ng neans if the second absolute sumsignal is greater

than the first absolute sum signal and otherw se sel ecting the
second encodi ng neans.

The Exami ner relies on the follow ng reference:
Hatori et al. (Hatori) 4,837,618 Jun. 6, 1989

Claim 7 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102 as being
antici pated by Hatori.

Rat her than repeat the argunents of Appellant and the
Exam ner, we nmake reference to the brief and the answer for
the respective details thereof.

CPI NI ON

We have considered the rejection advanced by the Exani ner
and the supporting argunents. W have, |ikew se, reviewed the
Appel lant’ s argunents set forth in the brief. It is our view
that claim7 is anticipated by Hatori. Accordingly, we
affirm In our analysis, we are guided by the precedence

of our reviewng court that the limtations fromthe
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di scl osure are not to be inported into the clains. |n re

Lundberg, 244 F.2d 543, 113 USPQ 530 (CCPA 1957); Iln re

Queener, 796 F.2d 461, 230 USPQ 438 (Fed. Cir. 1986). W are
al so m ndful of the requirenents of anticipation under 35
US C 8§ 102. W nust point out, however, that anticipation
under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 102 is established only when a single prior
art reference discloses, either expressly or under the

princi pl es of inherency, each and every elenent of a clained

invention. See RCA Corp. v. Applied Digital Data Systens,

Inc., 730 F.2d 1440, 1444, 221 USPQ 385, 388 (Fed. G r. 1984),
cert.
dism ssed, 468 U. S. 1228 (1984). Furthernore, only those
argunents actually made by Appel |l ant have been considered in
maki ng this decision. Argunents which Appellant could have
made but chose not to nake in the briefs have not been
considered [37 CFR § 1.192(a)].

Anal ysi s

Claim?7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 102 as being
anticipated by Hatori. The Exam ner gives a detailed
expl anation of the anticipation rejection [answer, pages 3 to
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4] and particularly points out that “[Hatori shows] neans for
subtracting a | ow frequency conponent froman intra-frane
difference signal for a frame and producing a first absolute
sum signal of a result of the subtracting (see S(picture),
201- 203, 205, 206 of Figure 6A); ... " [Ld. 4]. Appellant

di sputes this [brief, pages 5 to 7]. Appellant argues [id. 5]
that “[t]he Exam ner admts that el ement 205 of Figure 6A of
Hatori subtracts an ‘average’ signal which by definition is
not limted to subtracting a ‘|l ow frequency’ conponent [as
called for by the claim.” Appellant further argues [id. 6]

that “[n]one of the

el ements pointed to by the Exam ner perforn{s] a ‘subtraction

of | ow frequency conponents. The Exam ner counters

[answer, pages 5 and 7] that:

[ T] he del ayed intrafrane signal S(PICTURE) at
t he output of 203 of Figure 6A essentially includes
| ow, internediate, and high frequency conponents ..
that is being subtracted fromintraframe difference
signal S(202) of Figure 6A of Hatori in order to
determne intra/inter-franme selections. Since the
| ow frequency conponent ... is included in the
subtraction (i.e., 205 of Figure 6A of Hatori), it
is the Exam ner’s opinion that the particul ar
subtraction neans as clained in claim7 is being
anticipated by Hatori.” [Ld. 5].
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We agree with the Exam ner that Hatori, in Figure 6A,
does show the subtracti on means 205 wherein signal S(203) is
bei ng subtracted fromthe intra-frame difference signal
S(202). Furthernore, we concur with the Exam ner that the
signal S(203) contains a | ow frequency conponent, even though
it may contain conmponents of other frequencies. W also note
that the claimdoes not restrict the signal being subtracted
to one having only a | ow frequency conponent. Appellant’s
argunments regarding the “average of frequency conponents”
[brief, page 6] and 'inherently including a | ow frequency
conponent' [id] are not convincing and they do not overcone
the Exam ner’s rejection. Thus, we sustain the anticipation

rejection of claim7 over Hatori.

No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in
connection with this appeal may be extended under 37 CFR
8§ 1.136(a).

AFFI RVED
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