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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 1
through 4, 7 through 11, 14 through 17 and 20.

The disclosed invention relates to the expansion of a
byt e of pixel inage data.

Caimlis illustrative of the clainmed invention, and it
reads as follows:

1. Avcircuit for expanding a byte of pixel inage data
having a bit resolution of at |least two bits, conprising:

detecting neans for detecting a bit resolution of the
byte of pixel image data, the bit resolution of the byte of
pi xel imge data being equal to an integer N, and

new pi xel generating nmeans for generating a new pi xel
i mge data byte having a predeterm ned bit resolution, the
predeterm ned bit resolution being equal to an integer M in
response to said detecting neans detecting that the bit
resolution of the byte of pixel inage data is | ess than the
predeterm ned bit resolution, the new pixel inage data byte
being a conpilation of the byte of pixel inage data repeated
MNtines in the conpilation, MN being an integer.

The reference relied on by the exam ner is:
OCchi et al. (Cchi) 4,698, 688 Cct. 6,
1987

Claims 1, 2, 8, 9 and 14 through 16 stand rejected under
35 U S.C 8 102(b) as being anticipated by Cchi

Claims 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 17 and 20 stand rejected under
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35 U.S.C. 8 103 as being unpatentable over Cchi.
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Reference is made to the brief and the answer for the
respective positions of the appellant and the exam ner.
CPI NI ON
Al'l of the rejections are reversed.
Appel | ant acknowl edges (Brief, pages 4 and 5) that:

Qchi et al. discloses a process for expandi ng
I mage data having a first resolution to i mrage data
havi ng a second resol ution wherein the second
resolution is greater than the first bit resol ution.
To acconplish this expansion, Ochi et al. discloses
that a certain portion of the original byte of pixel
i mage data is copi ed and appended to one end of the
original byte of pixel inmage data to create a byte
of pixel inage data having a new bit resol ution.
This is clearly seen in Figures 2A, 2B, and 2C of
Qchi_et al., as well as, Figure 6.

On the other hand, appellant argues (Brief, page 5) that “Qchi
et al. discloses an expansion process wherein only a portion
of the original byte of pixel inmage data is used to generate
the new pi xel inmage data byte.” According to appellant

(Brief, page 5):

The teachings at Columm 3, Lines 50-52 of Cchi
et al. refer to the description of Figure 6. As
taught by OQchi et al., Figure 6 illustrates the
generation of a ten-bit byte of pixel imge data.
(See Columm 3, Lines 47-49). Moreover, what Lines
50-52 of Columm 3 describes is the generation of a
portion or subconponent of the final byte of pixel
i mage data. This portion is an internedi ate
product, not the final byte of pixel imge data that
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will be eventually processed. Thus, in actuality,
Qchi_et al. does not expressly describe howto
generate an eight-bit byte of pixel inage data from
a four-bit byte. Cchi et al. explicitly describes
new byte generation wherein the ratio of the nunbers
of bits of the new byte to the nunber of bits in the
old byte is not an integer.

According to the exam ner (Answer, page 5), “the
Appel l ant is disregarding the teachings in Cchi et al in
figure 6 and at col. 3. lines 50-52, where four bits of
original inage data are reproduce[d] in their entirety ‘to
forman eight bit signal’.” The exam ner concl udes (Answer,
page 6) that “[t]he fact that Ochi goes on to add two
additional bits in order to obtain a 10-bit signal does not
di m ni sh the teaching in Cchi.”

The exam ner cannot take a reference teaching out of
context, and then conclude that the clains on appeal read on
that out of context interpretation of the reference. Cchi
clearly illustrates and describes the conversion of a 4-bit
byte of data to a 10-bit byte of data (Figure 6; colum 2,
lines 15 and 16; columm 3, |line 50 through colum 4, line 2),
and not the conversion of a 4-bit byte of data to an 8-bit
byte of data. Ochi cannot satisfy the clainmed limtation of
“M N being an integer” because 10 bits/4 bits equals 2.5, a
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non-integer. Thus, the 35 U.S.C. 8§ 102(b) rejection of clains
1, 2, 8, 9 and 14 through 16 is reversed.

The 35 U.S.C. 8 103 rejection of clainms 3, 4, 7, 10, 11,
17 and 20 is reversed because Ochi neither teaches nor would
have suggested to one of ordinary skill in the art “M N being
an integer.”

DECI SI ON

The decision of the exam ner rejecting clains 1, 2, 8, 9
and 14 through 16 under 35 U . S.C. 8§ 102(b), and clainms 3, 4,
7, 10, 11, 17 and 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 is reversed.

REVERSED

KENNETH W HAI RSTON
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT
JAMES T. CARM CHAEL APPEALS AND
Adm ni strative Patent Judge | NTERFERENCES

LANCE LEONARD BARRY
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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