
Canon Ex. 1009 Page 1 of 183

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
United States Patent and Trademark Office
Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS

PO. Box 1450
Alexandria. ViIginia 22313-1450
www.usplo.g0v

 
CONFIRMATION NO.APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE FIRST NAMED INVENTOR ATTORNEY DOCKET NO.

95/00 I ,9 I 4 02/29/2012 7,932,923 1269

6449 7590 05/23/2012

.607 14th Street, NW. HUGHES, DEANDRA M
SUITE 800

WASHINGTON, DC 20005 WE" NUMBER
3992

MAIL DATE DELIVERY MODE

05/23/2012 PAPER

Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding.

The time period for reply, if any, is set in the attached communication.

PTOL-90A (Rev. 04/07)

Canon EX. 1009 Page 1 of 183



Canon Ex. 1009 Page 2 of 183

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

 
Commissioner for Patents

United States Patents and Trademark Office
P.O.Box 1450

Alexandria. VA 223134450
www.uspto.gov

 
DO NOT USE IN PALM PRINTER

THIRD PARTY REQUESTER'S CORRESPONDENCE ADDRESS Date:

KENYON & KENYON LLP

ONE BROADWAY

NEW YORK, NY 10004
c

3“3“ (JD

Transmittal of Communication to Third Party Requester
Inter Partes Reexamination

REEXAMINATION CONTROL NO. : 95001914

PATENT NO. : 7932923

TECHNOLOGY CENTER : 3999

ART UNIT : 3992

Enclosed is a copy of the latest communication from the United States Patent and Trademark

Office in the above identified Reexamination proceeding. 37 CFR 1.903.

Prior to the filing of a Notice of Appeal, each time the patent owner responds to this

communication, the third party requester of the inter partes reexamination may once file

written comments within a period of 30 days from the date of service of the patent owner's

' response. This 30-day time period is statutory (35 U.S.C. 314(b)(2)), and, as such, it cannot
be extended. See also 37 CFR 1.947.

If an ex parte reexamination has been merged with the inter partes reexamination, no

responsive submission by any ex parte third party requester is permitted.

All correspondence relating to this inter partes reexamination proceeding should be directed

to the Central Reexamination Unit at the mail, FAX, or hand-carry addresses given at the end
of the communication enclosed with this transmittal.
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Control No. Patent Under Reexamination

95/001 ,914 7,932,923   
  

 
 

 
 

ORDER GRANTING/DENYING

REQUEST FOR INTER PARTES Examiner Art Unit .
WWW

-- The MAILING DA TE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address. --

 The request for inter partes reexamination has been considered. Identification of the claims, the
references relied on, and the rationale supporting the determination are attached. 
    
 

 

Attachment(s): E] PTO-892 PTO/SB/08 EIOther: 

 
 

1. The request for inter partes reexamination is GRANTED.

IXI An Office action is attached with this order. 
 
 
 

E] An Office action will follow in due course.

 

  

2. E] The request for inter partes reexamination is DENIED.

 This decision is not appealable. 35 U.S.C. 312(c). Requester may seek review of a denialby petition

to the Director of the USPTO within ONE MONTH from the mailing date hereof. 37 CFR 1.927.

EXTENSIONS OF TIME ONLY UNDER 37 CFR 1.183. In due course, a refund under 37 CFR 126(0)

will be made to requester.

 

 

  All correspondence relating to this inter partes reexamination proceeding should be directed to the

Central Reexamination Unit at the mail, FAX, or hand-carry addresses given at the end of this
Order.

 
US. Patent and Trademark Office Paper No. 20120326
PTOL-2063 (08/06)
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Control Number: 95/001,914 ‘ Page 2

Art Unit: 3992

DECISION

1. The request for inter partes reexamination filed Feb. 29, 2012 asserts that

claims 1-41 of USP 7,732,923 (“'923 patent”) are unpatentable.

2. Upon revievll, the request establishes a reasonable likelihood that Requester will

prevail with respect to claims 1-41 of the ‘923 patent.
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Control Number: 95/001 ,914 Page 3

Art Unit: 3992

References Cited in Request

3. A total of eight references, applied alone or in certain combinations, have been

asserted in the request as providing teachings relevant to the claims of the ‘923 patent.

The references are as follows:

(1) USP 5,969,755 to Courtney issued Oct. 19, 1999. (“Courtney-US")

(2) EP 0967584A2 to Courtney published Dec. 29, 1999. ("Courtney-EP")

(3) Courtney, Jonathan. Automatic Video Indexing via Object Motion Analysis.

Pattern Recognition. Vol. 30. No. 4. pp. 607-625. 1997. (“Courtney-NFL”)

3(4) USP 6,628,835 to Brill et al. issued Sep. 30, 2003. (“Brill”)

(5) USP 6,721,454 to Qian et al. issued Apr. 13, 2004. (“Qian")

(6) USP 7,658,635 to Paek et al. issued Jan. 26, 2010. (“Paek”)

(7) Olson et al. Moving Object Detection and Event Recognition Algorithms
for Smart Cameras. Proceedings of the 1997 Image Understanding

Workshop. pgs. 159-175. May 1997. ("Olson")

(8) Shotton et al. Object Tracking and Event Recognition in Biological

Microscopy Videos. 5th Int’l Conf. On Pattern Recognition (ICPRZOOO).
Technical Report UMA-DAC-00/26. Sept. 3-8, 2000. (“Shotton")
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Control Number: 95/001 ,914 - Page 4

Art Unit: 3992 '

identification of Every Claim for Which Reexamination is Requested

4. The seven references cited above are discussed in the request and asserted to

render unpatentable claims 1-41 of the ‘923 patent.

Pages 27-89 of the request include explanations and claim charts that seek to

establish a reasonable likelihood that Requester will prevail (“RLP”) with respect to at

least one of the patent claims.

The explanations in the request are addressed under subheadings designating

each as a numbered "Issue” as follows: .

Issue (A): Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 1-

7I 9-13I and 15-28 as anticipated by Courtney-US.

Issue (B): Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claim 14

as obvious over Courtney-US.

Issue (C): Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 8

and 29-41 as obvious over Courtney-US and Olson.

Issue (D): Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 1-

7I 9-13, and 15-28 are anticipated by Shotton.

Issue (E): Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claim 14
as obvious over Shotton.

Issue (F): Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 8
and 29-41 as obvious over Shotton and Brill.

Issue (G): Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 1-

g as obvious over Courtney-EP and Olson.

Issue (H): Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 1-

g as obvious over Courtney-NFL and Olson.

Issue (I): Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 1-

' 51 as obvious over Courtney-EP and Brill.
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Control Number: 95/001 ,914 Page 5

Art Unit: 3992

Issue (J): Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 1-

51 as obvious over the Courtney-NFL and Brill.

Issue (K): Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 1-

11 as obvious over Winter, Lipton, and Brill.

Issue (L): Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 1-7
and 9-28 as obvious over Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US.

lssue (M): Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 8
and 29-41 as obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-US, and Olson.

Issue (N): Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 1-7 .

and 9-28 as obvious over Paek, Qian, and Shotton.

Issue (0): Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 8
and 29-41 as obvious over Paek, Qian, Shotton, and Brill.

Issue (P): Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 1-

11 as obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson.

Issue (Q): Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 1-

Q as obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Brill.

Issue (R): Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 1-

g as obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Brill.

Issue (8): Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 1-

4_1_ as obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Olson.
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Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 6

Art Unit: 3992 '

Summary

5. The following issues have been determined to have a reasonable likelihood of

prevailing for the identified claims, and therefore, will be addressed in the non-final
acfion. . I

Issue (A): Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 1-7,

' 9-13I and 15-28 as anticipated by Courtney-US.

Issue (B): Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claim 14 as

obvious over Courtney-US.

Issue (D): Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 1-7,

9-13I and 15-28 are anticipated by Shotton.

Issue (E): Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claim 14 as

obvious over Shotton.

Issue (F): Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 8

and 29-41 as obvious over Shotton and Brill.

Issue (I): Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 1-41

as obvious over Courtney-EP and Brill.

6. Issues (C), (G)—(H), and (J)-(S) have been determined NOT to have a reasonable

likelihood of prevailing for the identified claims, and therefore, will not be addressed in

the non-final action.
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Control Number: 95/001 ,914 Page 7

Art Unit: 3992

Directory

This order is organized according to the independent claims and their respective

dependent claims as follows.

Claims 1-7 ............................................................................................ pages 8—27

Claim 8 .......................................................................~........................ pages '28-58

Claims 9-19 ........................................................................................ pages 59-79

Claims 20-21 ...................................................................................... pages 80-99

Claims 22-28 .................................................................................. pages 100-119

Claim 29 ........................ _................................................................. pages 120-150

Claims 30-31 .................................................................................. pages 151-181
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Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 8

Art Unit: 3992

CLAIMS 1-7

For the reasons set forth below, the following issues have been determined to

have a reasonable likelihood of prevailing for the identified claims, and will be

addressed in the non-final action.

issue (A): Claims 1-7 anticipated by Courtney-US.

Issue (D): Claims 1-7 anticipated by Shotton.

Issue (I): Claims 1-7 obvious over Courtney-EP and Brill.

For the reasons set forth below, the following issues have been determined to

NOT have a reasonable likelihood of prevailing for the identified claims, and will NOT be

addressed in the non-final action.

Issue (G): Claims 1-7 obvious over Courtney-EP and Olson.

Issue (H): Claims 1-7 obvious over Courtney-NPL and Olson.

Issue (J): Claims 1-7 obvious over Courtney-NPL and Brill.

Issue (K): Claims 1-7 obvious over Winter, Lipton, and Brill.

Issue (L): Claims 1-7 obvious over Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US.

Issue (N): Claims 1-7 obvious over Paek, Qian, and Shotton.

Issue (P): Claims 1-7 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson.

Issue (Q): Claims 1-7 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Brill.

Issue (R): Claims 1-7 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Brill.

Issue (S): Claims 1-7 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Olson.

Issue (A)

Requester proposed that claims 1-7 are anticipated by Courtney-US. The

examiner agrees that this anticipation rejection over Courtney-US has a reasonable
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Control Number: 95/001 ,914 Page 9

Art Unit: 3992

. likelihood of prevailing because the general application of Courtney-US to claims 1-7

in the claim charts appears reasonable. (reguest Qgs. 28-32 and claim charts QgS. 2-15)

Therefore, requester has shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this

proposed anticipation rejection of claims 1-7.

Issue (D)

Requester proposed that claims 1-7 are anticipated by Shotton. The examiner

agrees that this anticipation rejection over Shotton has a reasonable likelihood of

prevailing because the general application of Shotton to claims 1-7 in the request (Egg

M) and claim charts (claim charts Qgs. 104-116) appears reasonable. Therefore,

requester has shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed

anticipation rejection of claims 1-7.

Issue jGj

Requester proposed that claims 1-7 are obvious over the combination of

Courtney-EP and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Courtney-EP '

discloses limitations of claims 1-7 and Olson teaches limitations of claims 1-7. (reguest

Qgs. 51—5 7 and claim charts Qgs. 242-288)

As to the limitation of "detecting an object in a video from a single camera",

requester cites Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation and Olson as teaching this

limitation. (claim charts Qgs. 242-246) Since requester is citing both Courtney-EP and

Olson for this single limitation, the examiner considers the combination of Courtney-EP

and Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, is required to meet this

limitation.

Canon EX. 1009 Page 11 of 183



Canon Ex. 1009 Page 12 of 183

Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 10
Art Unit: 3992

Requester cites Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation in jlj [0002Z, [0017Z,

[0028Z to [00341, and figyre 2. For the reader’s convenience, figure 2 of Courtney-EP is

reproduced below.

 
Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at 2g. I66, col. 1 and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

'Iv5%. ..8min Cam'éia' t' -

FiguiE4i‘The'situational “awareness system

 
The examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-EP

and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of

the combination of Courtney-EP and Olson to claims 1-7, as presented in the request

and claim charts, teaches away from the limitation of "detecting an object in a video

from a s_ingl_e camera" because Courtney-EP is being modified by the M316. smart

cameras of Olson’s figyre 4 thereby resulting in a system/method that detects an object
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Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 11

Art Unit: 3992

in videos from multiple cameras and not the claimed single camera. For at least this

reason, requester has n_ot shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to

this proposed obviousness rejection of claims 1-7 because the teaching of Olson, as

presented in the request and claim charts, teaches away from the claimed invention.

Issue (H1

Requester proposed that claims 1-7 are obvious over the combination of

Courtney-NFL and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Courtney-NFL

discloses limitations of claims 1-7 and Olson teaches limitations of claims 1-7. (request

Qgs. 63-64 and claim charts Qgs. 1108-1142)

As to the limitation of "detecting an object in a video from a single camera",.

requester cites Courtney-NPL as disclosing this limitation and Olson as teaching this

limitation. (claim charts gg's. 1108-1110) Since requester is citing Courtney-NFL and

Olson for this single limitation, the examiner considers the combination of Courtney-

NPL and Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, is required to meet this

limitation.

Requester cites Courtney-NFL as disclosing this limitation in 2g. 616, 001.2, figure

13 .608 col.2 1 ures 1-2 . 609 cols. 1 (171612 and 1 we 13. For the reader’s

convenience, figure 13 of Courtney-NFL is reproduced below.

Fig. 13. A high—level diagram of the AV! system.
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Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 12

Art Unit: 3992

Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at Qg. 166, col. 1 and figyre 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figyre 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

 
FigdiEIJE'The'situational’awi’refnes's systém

The examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-NPL

and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of

the combination of Courtney-NPL and Olson to claims 1-7,‘as presented in the

request and claim charts, teaches away from the limitation of "detecting an object in a

 
video from a single camera" because Courtney-NPL's camera is being modified by the

multiple smart cameras of Olson’s figure 4 thereby resulting in a system/method that

detects an object in videos from multiple cameras and not the claimed single camera.

For at least this reason, requester has n_ot shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing

with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection of claims 1-7 because the teaching

of Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, teaches away from the claimed

invention.

Issue I

Requester proposed that claims 1-74 are obvious over Courtney-EP and Brill.

The examiner agrees that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-EP and Brill has a
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Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 13

Art Unit: 3992

reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of Courtney-EP to

claims 1-7 in the claim charts appears reasonable. (request Qgs. 62-63 and claim charts

QgS. 796-846) Also, the examiner is able to discern that this disclosure of Courtney-EP

combined with Brill is reasonably likely to prevail becausefiglrg of Courtney-EP and

Brill disclose identical systems for which the methods employed by the respective

systems are likely to be obvious over one another. For the reader’s convenience, figfl

l of Courtney-EP and figure I of Brill are reproduced below.

Courtney-BF

' 29 \l' Tug—whiz?

'j‘Tf'flCE J\28 L'l‘Tf'flCE

l'""" ‘l FEAEo'fisUPROCESSOR
33ft._____ J L_2R1VE_J\34

 
Therefore, requester has shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect

to this proposed obviousness rejection of claims 1-7.
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Control Number: 95/001 ,914 Page 14

Art Unit: 3992

Issue (J)

Requester proposed that claims 1-7 are obvious over Courtney-NPL and Brill.

The request and claim charts allege that Courtney-NPL discloses limitations of claims
 

1_-7_ and Brill teaches limitations of claims 1-7. (request Qgs. 5 7-62 and claim charts Qgs.

548-590)
 

Requester cites both Courtney-NPL and Brill for the single limitation of "wherein

the plurality of attributes that are detected are independent of which event is identified”.

(claim charts Qgs. 563-566) Since requester is citing both Courtney-NFL and Brill for this

single limitation, the examiner considers the combination of Courtney-NPL and Brill, as

presented in the request and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

. 612.'cols.1- 2 . 614.‘col.2 t0Requester cites Courtney-NPL . 610: col.1    

615.‘cols.1-2, and figure 5 as disclosing this limitation and requester cites Brill (201.1.‘43-48
 

col.3:24-27 col.3:41-49 col.4:27-30 as teaching this claim limitation. 

However, the motion segmentation, object tracking, hypothetical sequence of 1-D

frames, motion analysis stage, V-object indexing, depositor, and remover as disclosed

by Courtney-NPL and modified by Brill’s teaching of a “surveillance system

programmed to generate an alarm upon occurrence of a complex event made up of a

series of simple events” does not disclose or suggest that these stages of Courtney-

NPL are independent of the identified complex event made up of simple events. For at

least this reason, the examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection over

Courtney-NFL and Brill has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing.
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Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 15

Art Unit: 3992

Issue (K)

Requester proposed that claims 1-7 are obvious over the combination of Winter,

Lipton, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claims 1-7, Requester provides a

detailed application of the combination of Winter, Lipton, and Brill to claims 1-7 in the

request (ggs. 65-73) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 1315-1358)

Requester cites Winter and Brill for the single limitation of “wherein the plurality

of attributes that are detected are independent of which event is identified’ (claim charts

QgS. 1334-1335) Since requester is citing Winter and Brill for this single limitation, the

examiner considers the combination of Winter and Brill, as presented in the request

and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation. '

Requester cites Winter col.3.'23-32 and col. 73:56-64 as disclosing this limitation.

For the reader's convenience, these portions of Winter are reproduced below.

  
According to still a further aspect of the invention, there

is provided apparatus for analyzing video data, including a
source of video data and a device for analyzing the video

data provided by the source of video data to detect a first
predetermined characteristic of the video data by performing

a first predetermined analysis algorithm, and for performing
a second predetermined analysis algorithm to detect a sec-
ond predetermined characteristic of the video data when the
analysis device detects the first predetermined characten'stic.

 
  

  
  
  

  
 

 

 

 different characteristics of an incoming video stream. It is

determined at step 2348 whether a first characteristic is
present in an incoming stream of video images, by applica-
tion of a first image analysis algorithm. If at step 2348 it is
determined that the predetermined characteristic has been 60
detected by the first analysis algorithm. then step 2350
follows, at which it is determined whether a second prede-
termined characteristic has been detected in the same incom-

ing video stream using a second analysis algorithm. If so,
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Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 16

Art Unit: 3992

Requester cites Brill 601.1:43-48 col.3:24-27 col.3.‘41-49 and col. 4:27-30 as
 

teaching this limitation. For the reader’s convenience, these portions of Brill are

reproduced below.

 Given a system which detects simple events, one can
easily create a user interface that enables someone to define
a complex event by constructing a list of sub-events. After 4
one or more complex events have been defined, the sub-
events of complex events defined later can be complex
events themselves. As an alternative user interface, complex

  
  
  

 

'II

 

  
 

 

The basic system performs three data processing steps for
every image of a video sequence to recognize events. The
three steps are detecting objects, tracking objects, and ana-
lyzing the motion graph. 

  
  
  
  
  

  

  

 

Finally, to recognize events, the system analyzes the

motion graph. The preferred, embodiment of the system
recognizes the following vocabulary of events: ENTER,
EXIT, REST, MOVE, DEPOSIT. REMOVE, LIGHTS-ON

and LIGHTS-OUT. These events are examples of the most 45
common in an oflice environment where the main interac-

tion is between people and smaller stationary objects. Other
examples would be applicable to monitoring outdoors, such
as a parking lot. 

  
  
  

In the present invention the surveillance system can be
programmed to only generate an alarm upon the occurrence
of a complex event made up of a series of simple events.

30 Returning to the THEE-'1‘ example, a better system would

As evidenced by the above disclosures, the combination of Winter and Brill

does not teach or make obvious “wherein the plurality of attributes that are detected are

independent of which event is identified" because the three data processing steps of

Brill's basic system for processing images of a video sequence to recognize events are

not disclosed as independent of ENTER, EXIT, REST, MOVE, DEPOSIT, REMOVE,

LIGHTS-ON, and LIGHT+OUT. As such, for at least this reason, Requester has @
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Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 17

Art Unit: 3992

shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness

rejection.

Issue (L)

Requester proposed that claims 1-7 are obvious over the combination of Paek,

Qian, and Courtney-US. For the proposed rejection of claims 1-7, Requester provides

a detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US to claims 1-

Z in the request (Qgs. 73-79) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 1587-1625)

Requester cites Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US for the single limitation of

“selecting a new user rule after detecting the plurality of attributes”. (claim charts gg’s.

1594-1596) Since requester is citing Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US for this single

limitation, the examiner considers the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US, as
presented in the request and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation,

Requester cites Paek col.18:20-28 and col. 73:56-64 as disclosing this limitation.

Requester cites Courtney-US col.4:45-52, fig. 4, and col.5:4-14 as teaching this limitation.

First, Paek’s video object hierarchy descriptions do not disclose or make obvious

selecting a new user rule after detecting the plurality of attributes” because selection of

a rule, new or othen/vise, is not discussed at all in this citation of Paek. Further,

Courtney-US’s disclosure of “show me all objects that are removed from this region of

,the scene” is not a ‘new user rule’ as claimed. As such, for at least this reason,

Requester has fl0_t shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this

proposed obviousness rejection of claims 1-7.

Canon EX. 1009 Page 19 of 183



Canon Ex. 1009 Page 20 of 183

Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 18

Art Unit: 3992

Issue (NI

Requester proposed that claims 1-7 are obvious over the combination of Paek,

Qian, and Shotton. For the proposed rejection of claims 1-7, Requester provides a

detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, and Shotton to claims 1-7 in the

request (Qgs. 81-82) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 1837-1877)

As to the limitation of "detecting an object in a video from a single camera",

requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation and Shotton as teaching this limitation.

(claim charts Qgs. 1837-1840) Since requester is citing Paek and Shotton for this single

limitation, the examiner considers the combination of Paek and Shotton, as presented

in the request and claim charts, is reqUired to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek col.17.'26-61 and figure 8 as meeting this limitation. For the

reader's convenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.

I EVE-NTAND ___
I OBJECT EXTRACTIONTEMPORAL SEGMENTATION 525vmso

see '______J______1 s23
OBJECT EXTRACTION FEATURE EXWACTIDN

VD FEATURE EXTRACT I ANNOTATION

l.__.____'_____...l
L_____________ _J

32

I
l

l
l
I

'gvfiTTvfifi'E-F —1HIEFIACHY EXTRACTION

IAND cousmucnon335
PHYSICAL LOGICAL

EVENT HIERACHY EVENT HIERACHY

PHYSICAL LOGICAL
OBJECT HIERAC‘HY OBJECT I'IIERAG‘IY

ORGANIZATION ORGANIZATION

L—""— “‘__:_833 J
, i831

xm. DATABASE BINARY
ENCODER STORAGE ENCODER
' C

871 860840
APPLICATIONS

I

I
I

ORGANIZATION ORGANIZATION I
I
I 
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Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 19

Art Unit: 3992 '

Requester cites Shotton §j§2, 2.3 and figure 3 as teaching this limitation. For the

reader’s convenience, figure 1 of Shotton, which is described in §g and models how the

specific intrinsic metadata data of the video content is stored, is reproduced below.

Figure 1: Metadata E-R model

 
This portion of Shotton, however, is silent as to the number of cameras and

Paek’s video #810 is not disclosed as a single camera but rather is disclosed merely as

video data (col.17:26-61). As such, the examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness

rejection over Paek, Qian, and Shotton has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing

because the general application of the combination of Paek, Qian, and Shotton to

claims 1-7, as presented in the request and claim charts, does not disclose or make

obvious "detecting an object in a video from a single camera".

Issue (Pl

Requester proposed that claims 1-7 are obvious over the combination of Paek,

Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Paek
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discloses limitations of claims 1-7 and Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson teaches

limitations of claims 1-7. (reguest Qgs. 84-85 and claim charts QgS. 2139-2212)

As to the limitation of "detecting first and second objects in a video from asingle

camera", requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation and Qian, Courtney-EP, and

Olson as teaching this limitation. (claim charts QgS. 2139-2147) Since requester is citing

Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson for this single limitation, the examiner considers

the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson, as presented in the request

and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.17:26-61 and figure 8. For

the reader's convenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.

IOBJECT EXTRACTIONTEMPORAL SEGMENTATION

l VIDEO826
-____.i___~____,

cause? 6x1 RACTION FEATURE EXTRACTION
o FEATURE EXTW! ANNOTATION

1...____,.____.._i
L______________l

82

HIERACHY EXTRACTION _

I AND CONSTRUCTION835
PHYSICAL LOGICAL

EVENT HIERACHY EVENT HIERACHY
ORGANIZATION ORGANIZATION

PHYSICAL LOGICAL
OBJECT HIERACHY OBJECT HIERACHY

ORGANIZATION ORGANIZATION

XML I DATABASESTORAGEENCODER

 
Requester cites Qian as teaching this limitation at col.2.'55 t0 col.3.'8 and figure 1.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 1 of Qian is reproduced below.
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Requester cites Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation in 11(0002Z, [00171,

[00282 to [00341 and figgre 2. For the reader’s convenience, figure 2 of Courtney-EP is

reproduced below.

 
Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at 2g. 166, col. 1 and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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my «a, ~ ‘an“. ~3.1136."

‘Srnan'camer’ati . .

. obigdreqagnr'fiagi
 

FigU'rEtt': 'The‘sirualional ’awifrehass, system

The examiner does agt agree that this obviousness rejection over Paek, Qian,

Courtney-EP, and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general

application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson to claims 1-7 in

the request and claim charts teaches away from the limitation of "detecting an object in

a video from a flg/fi camera" because the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-

EP is ultimately being modified by the mullipl_e smart cameras of Olson’sfigLezl '

thereby resulting in a system/method that detects an object in videos from mpg

cameras and not the claimed s_ir_1gl_e camera. For at least this reason, requester has n_ot

shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness

rejection of claims 1-7 because the teaching of Olson, as presented in the request and

claim charts, teaches away from the claimed invention.

Issue (01

Requester proposed that claims 1-7 are obvious over the combination of Paek,

Qian, Courtney-EP, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claims 1-7, Requester

provides a detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and

Brill to claims 1-7 in the request (Qgs. 87-88) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 3032-3109)
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As to the limitation of “selecting a new user rule after detecting the plurality of

attributes”, Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation and Courtney-EP and

Brill as teaching this limitation. (claim charts Qgs. 3054-3058) Since requester is citing

Paek, Courtney-EP, and Brill for this single limitation, the examiner considers the

combination of Paek, Courtney-EP, and Brill, as presented in the request and claim

charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.18.-20-28. Requester cites

Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation at [00692 to [0071 Z and figure 9. Requester

cites Brill as disclosing this limitation at col.10:59 to col.11:25, fig. 7, col. 4:27-36. .

First, Paek’s video object hierarchy descriptions do not disclose or make obvious

this limitation because selection of a rule, new or otherwise, is not discussed in this

citation of Paek. Further, in the context of requester's proposed rejection, Courtney-

EP’s event selection box #136 does not make obvious the claimed 'new user rule' because

Courtney-EP's disclosed events, such as LOITERING, is selected prior to detecting the

claimed plurality of attributes, not after detecting the claimed plurality of attributes. In

addition, Brill’s definition of simple and/or complex events does not make obvious'this

limitation because, as presented in the claim charts, there is no suggestion of selecting

a new user rule in response to the detection of one of the complex events, such as

THEFT EVENT, made up of a series of simple events such as the REMOVE EVENT

followed by the EXIT EVENT. As such, for at least these reasons, requester has net

shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness

rejection of claims 1-7.
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Issue (R1

Requester proposed that claims 1-7 are obvious over the combination of Paek,

Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claims 1-7, Requester

provides a detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-NFL, and

Brill to claims _1-7 in the request (Qgs. 85-86) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 2628-2693)

As to the limitation of “selecting a new user rule after detecting the plurality of

attributes”, requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation and Courtney-NFL and

Brill as teaching this limitation. (claim charts QgS. 2642-2646) Since requester is citing

Paek, Courtney-NFL, and Brill for this single limitation, the examiner considers the

combination of Paek, Courtney-NPL, and Brill, as presented in the request and claim

charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.18:20-28. Requester cites

~ Courtney-NFL as disclosing this limitation at 2g. 607 cols. 1 to 22 2g. 616 col.1, pg. 617

col.2 to 2g. 618 cols. 1 and 2. Requester cites Brill as disclosing this limitation at col.10:59

t0 col.11.-25 fig. 7, col.4:27-36.

First, Paek’s video object hierarchy descriptions do not disclose or make obvious

this limitation because selection of a rule, new or othenrvise, is not discussed in-this

citation of Paek. Further, in the context of Requester's proposed rejection, Courtney-

NPL’s context based retrieval system by which the automatic video indexing (AVI)

system may specify queries on video sequences does not make obvious the claimed

'new user rule' because Courtney-NPL's disclosed queries, such as “show me all

objects that were removed from this region of the scene between 8am and 9am", is
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selected prior to detecting the claimed plurality of attributes, not after detecting the

claimed plurality of attributes. In addition, Brill’s definition of simple and/or complex

events does not make obvious this limitation because, as presented in the claim charts,

there is no suggestion of selecting a new user rule in response to the detection-of one of

the complex events, such as THEFT EVENT, made up of a series of simple events such

as the REMOVE EVENT followed by the EXIT EVENT. As such, for at least these

reasons, Requester has n_ot shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to

this proposed obviousness rejection of claims 1-7.

Issue (S)

Requester proposed that claims 1-7 are obvious over the combination of Paek,

Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Paek

discloses limitations of claims 1-7 and Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Olson teach

limitations of claims 1-7. (request Qgs. 88-89 and claim charts Qgs. 3531-3586)

‘ As to the limitation of "detecting an object in a video from a single camera",-

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation and Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Olson

as teaching this limitation. (claim charts Qgs. 3531-3534) Since requester is citing Paek,

Courtney-NFL, Qian, and Olson for this single limitation, the examiner considers the

combination of Paek, Courtney-NPL, Qian, and Olson, as presented in the request

and claim charts, is required to meet the limitation of "detecting first and second objects

in a video from a single camera".

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.17.-26-61 and figure 8. For

the reader's convenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.
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Requester cites Qian as teaching this limitation at col.2.-55 to col.3.-8 and figure 1.

For the reader's convenience, figure 1 of Qian is reproduced below.

 
Requester cites Courtney-NPL as disclosing this limitation in Qg. 616, col.2, figure

. 608 601.2 1 ure 1 . 609 cols. I and2 and z ure 13. For the reader’s

convenience, figure 13 of Courtney-NPL is reproduced below.
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Fig. l3. A high-level diagram of the AV! system.

Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at . I66 col. 1 and 1 ure 4. 

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

'_Smart,Carnera 1 1 ‘ '

Figdt’é‘ti: 'Thc'siluational'awtii‘éhess, system

 
The examiner does ggt agree that this obviousness rejection has a reasonable

likelihood of prevailing because the general application of the combination of Paek-,

Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Olson to claims 1-7, as presented in the request and claim

charts, teaches away from the limitation of "detecting an object in a video from a flg/g

camera" because the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-EP is ultimately being

modified by the m_ultip_|§ smart cameras of OISOH’Sfigflei thereby resulting in a

system/method that detects an object in videos from W cameras and not the

claimed 33% camera. For at least this reason, requester has n_ot shown a reasonable

likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection of claims 1-7

because the teaching of Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, teaches

away from the claimed invention.
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CLAIM 8

For the reasons set forth below, the following issues have been determined-to

have a reasonable likelihood of prevailing for the identified claims, and will be

addressed in the‘non-final action.

lssue (F): Claim 8 obvious over Shotton and Brill.
 

lssue (I): Claim 8 obvious over Courtney-EP and Brill.
 

For the reasons set forth below, the following issues have been determined to

NOT have a reasonable likelihood of prevailing for the identified claims, and will NOT be

addressed in the non-final action.

lssue (C): Claim 8 obvious over Courtney-US and Olson.
 

lssue (G): Claim 8 obvious over Courtney-EP and Olson.
 

lssue (H): Claim 8 obvious over Courtney-NPL and Olson.
 

lssue (J): Claim 8 obvious over Courtney-NPL and Brill.
 

lssue (K): Claim 8 obvious over Winter, Lipton, and Brill.
 

lssue (M): Claim 8 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-US, and Olson.
 

Issue (0): Claim 8 obvious over Paek, Qian, Shotton, and Brill.
 

lssue (P): Claim 8 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson. 

lssue (Q): Claim 8 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Brill.
 

lssue (R): Claim 8 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Brill.
 

lssue (S): Claim 8 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Olson.

Issue (C)

Requester proposed that claim 8 is obvious over the combination of Courtney-

 

US and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Courtney-US discloses
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limitations of claim 8 and Olson teaches limitations of claim 8. (request Qgs. 33-38 c'md
 

claim charts Qgs. 5 7-67)

Requester cites both Courtney-US and Olson for the single limitation of

"detecting first and second objects in a video from a single camera". (claim charts Qgs.

M) Since requester is citing Courtney-US and Olson for this single limitation, the

examiner considers the combination of Courtney-US and Olson, as presented in the

request and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Courtney-US col.3:65 to col.4.‘6 col.5.'44-47 col.4:29-31 and
 

figures 1 and 5 as disclosing this limitation. For the reader’s convenience, figure 1 of

Courtney-US is reproduced below.

75?

MONHOR

115

DATABASE

Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at 2g. 166, col. 1 and figure 4.

73" -

VlSION

SUBSYSTEM  
157

USER

lNTERFACE

It?  
For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

" “T‘L— A; Iii-£54" ' 3.2.57} '3 I‘ f'
:SmanCagnjega‘i'- '

 
Figu‘f'e‘t}: 'TheEituzrtional 'awire'riess system
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The examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-US

and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of

 
the combination of Courtney-US and Olson to claim 8, as presented n the request and

claim charts, teaches away from the limitation of "detecting first and second objects in a

Video from a s_in_qLe camera" because Courtney-US's camera 11 is being modified by the

[Mime smart cameras of Olson’sfigLezl thereby resulting in a system/method that

detects objects in videos from [EM cameras and not the claimed s_irlgl_e camera. For

at least this reason, requester has got shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with

 
respect to this proposed obviousness rejection of claim 8 because the teaching of_

Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, teaches away from the claimed

invenfion.

Issue (F1

Requester proposed that _cLaim_8 is obvious over Shotton and Brill. The

examiner agrees that this obviousness rejection over Shotton and Brill has a

reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of the combination

of Shotton and Brill to M in the claim charts appears reasonable. (request QgS. 43-

51 and claim charts Qgs. 159-178) The examiner is able to discern that Brill is being cited

for the limitations of claim 8 that are not present in claims 1-7I 9-13' and 15-28, for
 

which an anticipation rejection over Shotton has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing.

Therefore, requester has shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this

proposed obviousness rejection over the combination of Shotton and Brill of claim 8.
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Issue (G)

Requester proposed that claim 8 is obvious over the combination of Courtney-
 

EP and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Courtney-EP discloses

limitations of claim 8 and Olson teaches limitations of claim 8. (request Qgs. 51-5 7 and
  

claim charts Qgs. 289-316)

As to the limitation of "detecting first and second objects in a video from a single

camera", requester cites Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation and Olson as

teaching this limitation. (claim charts QgS. 289-294) Since requester is citing Courtney-

EP and Olson for this single limitation, the examiner considers the combination of .

Courtney-EP and Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, is required to

meet this limitation.

Requester cites Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation in 11100021, [0017Z,

[00281 to [00341, and [zjgyre 2. For the reader’s convenience,M of Courtney-EP is

reproduced below.

 
Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at Qg. 166, col. 1 and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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lfiguré‘qti 'fie'simmjonal’awmness system

The examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-EP

and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of

the combination of Courtney-EP and Olson to claim 8, as presented in the request and
 

claim charts, teaches away from the limitation of "detecting first and second objects in a

video from a single camera" because Courtney-EP is being modified by the multiple

smart cameras of Olson’smg thereby resulting in a system/method that detects

objects in videos from m_ult_ip_le_ cameras and not the claimed si_ngl_e camera. For at least

this reason, requester has n_ot shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect

to this proposed obviousness rejection of §_lai_m§ because the teaching of Olson, as

presented in the request and claim charts, teaches away from the claimed invention.

Issue (H)

Requester proposed that claim 8 is obvious over the combination of Courtney-

NPL and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Courtney-NFL discloses

limitations of claim 8 and Olson teaches limitations of claim 8. (reguestggs. 63-64 and
  

claim charts Qgs. 1 143-1 162)
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As to the limitation of "detecting first and second objects in a video from a single

camera", requester cites Courtney-NPL as disclosing this limitation and Olson as.

teaching this limitation. (claim charts Qgs. 1143-1145) Since requester is citing ‘Courtney-
NPL and Olson for this single limitation, the examiner considers the combination of

Courtney-NPL and Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, is required to _

meet this limitation.

Requester cites Courtney-NPL as disclosing this limitation in Qg. 616, 001.2, figure

13 . 608 col.2 z ures 1-2 . 609 cols. I and2 and z ure 13. For the reader’s

' convenience, figure 13 of Courtney-NPL is reproduced below.

Fig. 13. A high-level diagram of the AV] system
 
Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at . 166 col. 1 and 1 ure 4. 

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

  
Figuri‘4f'17lie‘situational awareness systém

The examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-NPL

and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general applicatibn of
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the combination of Courtney-NPL and Olson to claim 8, as presented in the request
 

and claim charts, teaches away from the limitation of "detecting first and second objects

in a video from a single camera" because Courtney-NPL‘s W is‘ being modified by

the multiple smart cameras of Olson’s13ng thereby resulting in a system/method that

detects objects in videos from Mp3 cameras and not the claimed si_ng|_e camera. For

at least this reason, requester has n_ot shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with

respect to this proposed obviousness rejection of claim 8 because the teaching of'
 

Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, teaches away from the claimed

invenfion.

Issue |

Requester proposed that claim 8 is obvious over Courtney-EP and Brill. The
 

examiner agrees that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-EP and Brill has a

reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of Courtney-EP to

claim 8 in the claim charts appears reasonable (request Qgs. 62-63 and claim charts Qgs.
 

847-875) Also, the examiner is able to discern that this disclosure of Courtney-EP '
 

combined with Brill is reasonably likely to prevail becausefigfli of Courtney-EP and

Brill disclose identical systems for which the methods employed by the respective

systems are likely to be obvious over one another. Therefore, requester has shown a

reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection

of claim 8.
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Issue (J)

Requester proposed that claim 8 is obvious over Courtney-NPL and Brill. The
 

request and claim charts allege that Courtney-NPL discloses limitations of claim 8 and
 

 
Brill teaches limitations of claim 8. (reguest Qgs. 57-62 and claim charts Qgs. 591-614)

Requester cites both Courtney-NPL and Brill for the single limitation of “wherein

the plurality of attributes that are detected are independent of which event is identified'.

(claim charts Qgs. 606-609) Since requester is citing Courtney-NFL and Brill for this

single limitation, the examiner considers the combination of Court'ney-NPL and Brill, as

presented in the request and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Courtney-NFL . 610: mi] . 612:cols.1- 2 . 614.'col.2 to    

615.-cols.1-2, and figure 5 as disclosing this limitation and requester cites Brill col.1:43-48 

col.3:24-27 col.3:41-49 col. 4:27-30 as teaching this claim limitation.
 

However, the motion segmentation, object tracking, hypothetical sequence of 1-D

frames, motion analysis stage, V-object indexing, depositor, and remover as disclosed

by Courtney-NFL and modified by Brill’s teaching of a “surveillance system

programmed to generate an alarm upon occurrence of a complex event made up of a

series of simple events” does not disclose or suggest that these stages of Courtney-

NPL are independent of the identified complex event made up of simple events. For at
least this reason, the examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection over

Courtney-NPL and Brill has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing.
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Issue (Kl

Requester proposed that _c_l_aln_8_ is obvious over the combination of Winter,

Lipton, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of M, requester provides a detailed

application of the combination of Winter, Lipton, and Brill to cm in the request

(Qgs. 65-73) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 1359-1383)

Requester cites Winter and Brill for the single limitation of “wherein the plurality

of attributes that are detectedare independent of which event is identified’. (claim charts

QgS. 1379-1380) Since requester is citing Winter and Brill for this single limitation, the

examiner considers the combination of Winter and Brill, as presented in the request

and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Winter col.3:23-32 and col. 73:56-64 as disclosing this limitation.

For the reader’s convenience, these portions of Winter are reproduced below.

 
 

  
  
  
  

  
 

 

 
 According to still a further aspect of the invention. there

is provided apparatus for analyzing video data. including a
source of video data and a device for analyzing the video

data provided by the source of video data to detect a first
predetermined characteristic of the video data by performing
a first predetermined analysis algorithm. and for performing
a second predetermined analysis algorithm to detect a sec-
ond predetermined characteristic of the video data when the
analysis device detects the first predetermined characteristic.

 
 

  

  
  
  
  
 
  

different characteristics 0 an incoming video stream. It is

determined at step 2348 whether a first characteristic is

present in an incoming stream of video images, by applica-
tion of a first image analysis algorithm. If at step 2348 it is
determined that the predetermined characteristic has been 60
detected by the first analysis algorithm. then step 2350
follows, at which it is determined whether a second prede-
termined characteristic has been detected in the same incom-

ing video stream using a second analysis algorithm. If so,
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Requester cites Brill col.1:43-48, col.3:24-27 col.3:41-49, and col. 4:27-30 as

teaching this limitation. For the reader’s convenience, these portions of Brill are

reproduced below.

  
  
  

 

 Given a system which detects simple events. one can
easily create a user interface that enables someone to define
a complex event by constructing a list of sub-events. After 45
one or more complex events have been defined, the sub-
events of complex events defined later can be complex
events themselves. As an alternative user interface, complex 

  
  

 
 

 

  
    

  

  

 
 

  
  

The basic system performs three data processing steps for

every image of a video sequence to recognize events. The
three steps are detecting objects, tracking objects, and ana-
lyzing the motion graph. 

 
 Finally, to recognize events, the system analyzes the

motion graph. The preferred, embodiment of the system

recognizes the following vocabulary of events: ENTER,
EXIT. REST, MOVE, DEPOSIT. REMOVE, LIGHTS-ON

and LIGHTS-OUT. These events are examples of the most ‘5
common in an office environment where the main interac-

tion is between people and smaller stationary objects. Other
examples would be applicable to monitoring outdoors, such
as a parking lot. 

 In the present invention the surveillance system can be
programmed to only generate an alarm upon the occurrence

0 of a complex event made up of a series of simple events.
Returning to the THEE-'1‘ example, a better system would

As evidenced by the above disclosures, the combination of Winter and Brill

does not teach or make obvious “wherein the plurality of attributes that are detected are

independent of which event is identified” because the three data processing steps of

Brill's basic system for processing images of a video sequence to recognize events are

not disclosed as independent of ENTER, EXIT, REST, MOVE, DEPOSIT, REMOVE,

LIGHTS-ON, and LIGHT—OUT. As such, for at least this reason, Requester has n_ot
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shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness

rejection.

Issue (M1

Requester proposed that claim 8 is obvious over the combination of Paek, Qian,

Courtney-US, and Olson. For the proposed rejection of claim 8, Requester provides a
 

detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-US, and Olson to

 
claim 8 in the request (Qgs. 79-81) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 1733-1758)

As to the limitation of_"detecting first and second objects in a video from a single

camera", requester cites Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US as disclosing this limitation and

Olson as teaching this limitation. (claim charts Qgs. 1733-1736) Since requester is citing

Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US and Olson forthis single limitation, the examiner '

considers the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US and Olson, as presented

in the request and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.17:26-61 and figure 8. For

the reader's convenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.
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Requester cites Qian as teaching this limitation at 001.255 to col.3:8 and figure 1.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 1 of Qian is reproduced below.

 
Requester cites Courtney-US as disclosing this limitation in col.3:65-col.4:6

 

col.4:29-3I, figures 1 and 5. For the reader’s convenience, figure I of Courtney-US is

reproduced below.
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79

MONITOR 
Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at pg. 166, col. 1 and flare 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

 
Figuré'4: 'The'simntio'nal ’awhifiiess, sysién;

The examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection over Paek, Qian,

Courtney-US, and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general

application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-US, and Olson to claim 8 in
 

the request and claim charts teaches away from the limitation of "detecting first and '

second objects in a video from a single camera" because Paek’s disclosure of multiple

cameras is being modified by Qian, which is silent as to the number of cameras, which

in turn is being modified by Courtney-US’s disclosure of a single camera, which is

modified by Olson's multiple smart cameras offigLell thereby resulting in a

system/method that detects objects in videos from ME cameras and not the

claimed single camera. As such, requester has n_ot shown a reasonable likelihood of
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prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection of claim 8 for at least the
 

reason that the teaching of Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts,

teaches away from the claimed invention.

Issue (0)

Requester proposed that claim 8 is obvious over the combination of Paek, Qian,
 

Shotton, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claim 8, requester provides a detailed
 

application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Shotton, and Brill to claim 8 in the -

request (Qgs. 82-84) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 1994-2030)

As to the limitation of "after detecting the plurality of attributes, identifying an

 

event that is not one of the detected attributes of the first and second objects by

applying-the new user rule to the plurality of detected attributes", requester cites Paek

as disclosing this limitation and Qian, Shotton, and Brill as teaching this limitation.

(claim charts Qgs. 2012-2020) Since requester is citing Paek, Qian, Shotton, and Brill for

this single limitation, the examiner considers the combination of Paek, Qian, Shotton,

and Brill, as presented in the request and claim charts, is required to meet this

limitation.

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.17:26-61 and figure 8. For

the reader's convenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.
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Requester cites Qian as teaching this limitation at col.2.-55 to col.3:8 and figure I.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 1 of Qian is reproduced below.

 
Requester cites Shotton section 3 and column 3 as teaching this limitation. For the

reader’s convenience. figure 1 of Shotton, which models how the specific intrinsic

metadata data of the video content is stored, is reproduced below.
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Figure 1: Metadata E-R model

Requester cites Brill col.4:27—36 col.4:6I to col.5:28 1 . 3 col.6:8—30 col.7.'45-54   

col.8:36—58, and figure 3 as teaching this limitation. For the reader’s convenience, figure 3

of Brill is reproduced below.

 
First, Paek’s event and 0b 'ect hierarch extraction and construction #830 identifies the 

event by the detected attributes 0 ob 'ect extraction and eature extraction #826. 
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Consequently, Paek does not disclose the claimed ‘identifying an event that is n_ot one

of the detected attributes'.

Second, Qian discloses detected events #22 that are a result of texture/color analysis

EM, motion estimation #8, and shot detection #6. As such, Qian does not suggest the

claimed ‘identifying an event that is n_01 one of the detected attributes'.

Third, Shotton’s metadata model is disclosed as registering “special happenings

in the scenes (events) that can involve characters, and stores specific parameters

defining the who, where, when....happened to whom in these events”. (col.3, 1st] under

figLeI) In addition, Shotton’sfigLeI discloses that the identified event takes as 'an

input the derived attributes. As such, Shotton does not disclose or suggest identifying

an event that is not one of the detected attributes, as is claimed.

Fourth, Brill discloses detecting a series at silee events #302, such as REMOVE

‘ and EXIT, to detect a coleex event #309, such as THEFT. (see 11g. 3 and 001.4:30-35) As

such, Brill discloses the complex event is detected as a function of detected simple

events REMOVE and EXIT. Therefore, Brill does not disclose or suggest identifying an

event that is not one of the detected attributes, as claimed.

For the reasons set forth above, the examiner does [Qt agree that this

obviousness rejection over Paek, Qian, Shotton, and Brill has a reasonable likelihood

of prevailing because the general application of the combination of Paek, Qian,

Shotton, and Brill to claim 8, as presented in the request and claim charts, does not
 

disclose or make obvious "after detecting the plurality of attributes, identifying an event

that is not one of the detected attributes of the first and second objects by applying the
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new user rule to the plurality of detected attributes" in combination with the other

limitations of the claims.

Issue (P)

Requester proposed that claim 8 is obvious over the combination of Paek, Qian,
 

Courtney-EP, and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Paek discloses

limitations of claim 8 and Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson teaches limitations of claim
  

§. (request Qgs. 84-85 and claim charts Qgs. 2213-2259)

As to the limitation of "detecting first and second objects in a video from a single

camera", requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation and Qian, Courtney-EP, and

Olson as teaching this limitation. (claim charts Qgs. 2213-2221) Since requester is citing

Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson for this single limitation, the examiner considers

the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson, aspresented in the request

and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.17:26-61 and figure 8. For

the reader's convenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.
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Requester cites Qian as teaching this limitation at col.2.'55 t0 col.3:8 and figure 1.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 1 of Qian is reproduced below.

 
Requester cites Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation in j]j[[0002z, [0017Z,

[00281 to [0034, and figure 2. For the reader’s convenience, figure 2 of Courtney-El? is

reproduced below.
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Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at Qg. 166, col. 1 and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

 

  

 
  

  

 
.. HAP/:1". - . , ,,
:smin,cignéia'1'u my .

 - Qbisqtéesfifioy

Figdtieii 'flie’simational 'awii‘refies‘s, system

The examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection has a reasonable

likelihood of prevailing because the general application of the combination of Paek,

Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson to claim 8, as presented in the request and claim
 

charts, teaches away from the limitation of "detecting first and second objects in a video

from a sigg/_e camera" because the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-EP is

ultimately being modified by the mitiplg smart cameras of Olson’s figLezI thereby

resulting in a system/method that detects objects in videos from ME cameras and

not the claimed m camera. For at least this reason, requester has got shown a'

reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection
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of claim 8 because the teaching of Olson, as presented in the request and claim

charts, teaches away from the claimed invention.

Issue (Q!

Requester proposed that claim 8 is obvious over the combination of Paek, Qian,
 

Courtney-EP, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claim 8, Requester provides a
 

detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, CoUrtney-EP, and Brill to claim

g in the request (Qgs. 87-88) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 3110-3157)

As to the limitation of-"after detecting the plurality of attributes, identifying an

 

event that is not one of the detected attributes of the first and second objects by

applying the new user rule to the plurality of detected attributes", requester cites Paek

as disclosing this limitation and Qian, Courtney-EP, and Brill as teaching this

limitation. (claim charts Qgs. 3136-3144) Since requester is citing Paek, Qian, Courtney-

EP, and Brill for this single limitation, the examiner considers the combination of Paek,

Qian, CourtneyQEP, and Brill, as presented in the request and claim charts, is required

to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.17:26-61 and figure 8. For

the reader's convenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.
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Requester cites Qian as teaching this limitation at col.2:55 to col.3:8 and figure I.

. For the reader’s convenience, figure I of Qian is reproduced below.

 
Requester cites Courtney-EP 31100692 to [0071Z, [0090Z and figure 9 as teaching

this limitation. For the reader’s convenience, figure 9 of Courtney-EP is reproduced

below.
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Requester cites Brill

col. 8:36-58, and figure 3 as teaching this limitation. For the reader’s convenience, figLe3

of Brill is reproduced below.

First, Paek’s event and obl'ect hierarchy extraction and construction #830 identifies the

event by the detected attributes 0: ohm! extraction and feature extraction #826.

Consequently, Paek does not disclose the claimed ‘identifying an event that is n_ot one

of the detected attributes'.

Second, Qian discloses detected events #22 that are a result of texture/color analysis

fi1_0, motion estimation #8, and shot detection #6. As such, Qian does not suggest the

claimed ‘identifying an event that is mt one of the detected attributes'.

Third, Courtney-EP discloses M such as enter exit, loiter, deposit, rest, and

lights out ofm such as person, box, briefcase, notebook, monitor, object, and

unknown but does not disclose or suggest the claimed attributes. As such, Courtney-
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EP does not disclose or suggest identifying an event that is not one of the detected

attributes, as is claimed.

Fourth, Brill discloses detecting a series ozsimgle events #302, such as REMOVE

and EXIT, to detect a comglex event #309, such as THEFT. (see fig. 3 and col.4:30—35) As

such, Brill discloses the complex event is detected as a function of detected simple

events REMOVE and EXIT. Therefore, Brill does not disclose or suggest identifying an

event that is not one of the detected attributes, as claimed.

For the reasons set forth above, the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP,

and Brill, as presented in the request and the claim charts, do not disclose or make

obvious "after detecting the plurality of attributes, identifying an event that is not one of

the detected attributes of the first and second objects by applying the new user rule to

the plurality of detected attributes" in combination with the other features of the claims.

Consequently, requester has n_ot shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with .

respect to this proposed obviousness rejection.

Issue (R1

Requester proposed that cliim_8 is obvious over the combination of IPaek, Qian,

Courtney-NFL, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of M, Requester provides a.

detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Brill to

claim 8 in the request (Qgs. 85-86) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 2694-2733)
 

As to the limitation of "after detecting the plurality of attributes, identifying an

event that is not one of the detected attributes of the first and second objects by

applying the new user rule to the plurality of detected attributes", requester cites Paek
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as disclosing this limitation and Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Brill as teaching this

limitation. (claim charts Qgs. 2713-2721) Since requester is citing Paek, Qian, Courtney-

NPL, and Brill for this single limitation, the examiner considers the combination of,

Paek, Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Brill, as presented in the request and claim charts, is

required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.1 7:26-61 and figure 8. For

the reader's convenience Paek's (zjggre 8 is reproduced below.
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Requester cites Qian as teaching this limitation at col.2.'55 to col.3:8 and figure 1.

For the reader’s convenience, figyre 1 of Qian is reproduced below.
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MOTION BLOB VERIFICATION
I_______________________________ J 

Requester cites Courtney-NFL fig. 618, cols. 1-2 as teaching this limitation. For

the reader’s convenience, figure 16 of Courtney-NPL is reproduced below.

 

  ll  
 

  

F0 Fl F2 F3 F4 F10 F11 F12 F13 F14F5 F6 Fl F3 F9

,__._.____-— T _—————————4

Fig. 16. Graphical depiction of the query Y :2 (‘6’,T, V,R, E) applied to Fig. 12.

Requester cites Brill col.4:27-36 col.4:6] to col.5:28 z . 

col. 8:36-58, and figure 3 as teaching this limitation. For the reader’s convenience, figure 3

of Brill is reproduced below.

Canon EX. 1009 Page 55 of 183



Canon Ex. 1009 Page 56 of 183

 

Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 54

Art Unit: 3992

  
First, Paek’s event and ob 'ect hierarch extraction and construction #830 identifies the 

 event by the detected attributes 0 ob 'ect extraction and eature extraction #826.

Consequently, Paek does not disclose the claimed ‘identifying an event that is n_ot one

of the detected attributes'.

Second, Qian discloses detected events #22 that are a result of texture/color analysis

#_1Q, motion estimation #8, and shot detection #6. As such, Qian does not suggest the

claimed ‘identifying an event that is [g one of the detected attributes'.

Third, Courtney-NPL's query Y=(6, T, V, R, E), where 6 is the video clip, T

specifies a time interval in the clip, V is a V-object within the clip, R a spatial regionin

the field of View, and E an object—motion event.~ (2g. 618, 001.1, 3’dj) The query engine

processes Y by finding all the video‘subsequences in 6 that satisfy T, V, R, and E. (gg._

618, col. 1, 2nd 1]) As such, Courtney-NFL does not disclose or suggest identifying an

event, such as the disclosed ‘find any occurrence of this object being removed from this
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region of the scene between 8am and 9am’ that is not one of the detected attributes, as

claimed, because the event is determined as a function of T, V, R, and E.

Fourth, Brill discloses detecting a series ozsimgle events #302, such as REMOVE

and EXIT, to detect a complex event #309, such as THEFT. (see (lg. 3 and col. 4:30-35) As

such, Brill discloses the complex event is detected as a function of detected simple

events REMOVE and EXIT. Therefore, Brill does not disclose or suggest identifying an

event that is not one of the detected attributes, as claimed.

For the reasons set forth above, the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL,

and Brill, as presented in the request and the claim charts, do not disclose or make

obvious "after detecting the plurality of attributes, identifying an event that is not one of

the detected attributes of the first and second objects by applying the new user rule to

the plurality of detected attributes" in combination with the other features of the claims.

Consequently, requester has n_ot shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with

respect to this proposed obviousness rejection.

Issue (S)

Requester proposed that claim 8 are obvious over the combination of Paek,

Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Paek

discloses limitations of claim 8 and Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Olson teaches

limitations of claim 8. (request Qgs. 88-89 and claim charts ggs. 3587-3621)

As to the limitation of "detecting first and second objects in a video from a single

 

 

camera", Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation and Qian, Courtney-NPL,

and Olson as teaching this limitation. (claim charts QgS. 3587-3590) Since requester is
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citing Paek, Courtney-NPL, and Olson for this single limitation, the examiner considers

the combination of Paek, Courtney-NPL, and Olson, as presented in the request and

claim charts, is required to meet the limitation of "detecting first and second objects in a

video from a single camera".

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.17:26-61 and figure 8. For

the reader's convenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.
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Requester cites Qian as teaching this limitation at col.2.'55 to col.3:8 and figure 1.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 1 of Qian is reproduced below.
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13

Page 57

 
Requester cites Courtney-NPL as disclosing this limitation in 2g. 616, col.2x figure

. 608 col.2 lure] . 609 cols. 1 and2 and 1 ure 13. For the reader’s

convenience, figure 13 of Courtney-NFL is reproduced below.

Fig. 13. A high—level diagram of the AV! system.
 
Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at .166 col. 1 and z ure 4. 

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reprodUced below.
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The examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection over of Paek, Qian,

Courtney-NFL and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the '

general application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Olson to

claim 8 in the request and claim charts teaches away from the limitation of "detecting
 

first and second objects in a video from a single camera" because the combination of

Paek, Qian, and Courtney-NFL is ultimately being modified by the ME smart

cameras of Olson’s figyfl thereby resulting in a system/method that detects objects in

videos from mitijle cameras and not the claimed §i_ng|§ camera. For at least this

reason, requester has n_ot shown a reasonable likelihood ofprevailing with respect to

this proposed obviousness rejection of claim 8 because the teaching of Olson, as. 

presented in the request and claim charts, teaches away from the claimed invention.
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CLAIMS 9-19

For the reasons set forth below, the following issues have been determined to

have a reasonable likelihood of prevailing for the identified claims, and will be

addressed in the non-final action.

Issue (A): Claims 9-13 and 15-19 anticipated by Courtney-US.

Issue (B): Claim 14 obvious over Courtney-US.

Issue (D): Claims 9-13 and 15-19 are anticipated by Shotton.

Issue (E): Claim 14 obvious over Shotton.

Issue (l): Claims 9-19 obvious over Courtney-EP and Brill.

For the reasons set forth below, the following issues have been determined to

NOT have a reasonable likelihood of prevailing for the identified claims, and will NOT be

addressed in the non-final action.

Issue (G): Claims 9-19 obvious over Courtney-EP and Olson.

Issue (H): Claims 9-19 obvious over Courtney-NPL and Olson.

Issue (J): Claims 9-19 obvious overthe Courtney-NPL and Brill.

Issue (K): Claims 9-19 obvious over Winter, Lipton, and Brill.

Issue (L): Claims 9-19 obvious over Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US.

Issue (N): Claims 9-19 obvious over Paek, Qian, and Shotton.

Issue (P): Claims 9-19 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson.

Issue (Q): Claims 9-19 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Brill.

Issue (R): Claims 9-19 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Brill.

Issue (8): Claims 9-19 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Olson.
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Issue (A)

Requester proposed that claims 9-13 and 15-19 are anticipated by Courtney-

US. The examiner agrees that this anticipation rejection over Courtney-US has a

reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of Courtney-US to

claims 9-13 and 15-19 in the claim charts appears reasonable. (reguest QgS. 28-32 and

claim charts Qgs. 16-36) Therefore, requester has shown a reasonable likelihood of

prevailing with respect to this proposed anticipation rejection of claims 9-13 and 15-19.

Issue (B)

Requester proposed that claim 14 is obvious over Courtney-US. The examiner

agrees that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-US has a reasonable likelihood of

prevailing because the general application of Courtney-US to claim '14 in the claim

charts appears reasonable. (request Qgs. 32-33 and claim charts 2g. 56) Further, the

examiner is able to discern that Courtney-US is modified for the imitations of claim 14

that are not present in claims 1-7I 9-13I and 15-28, for which an anticipation rejection

over Courtney-US has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing. Therefore, requester has

shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness

rejection of claim 14.

Issue (D)

Requester proposed that claims 9-13 and 15-19 are anticipated by Shotton.

The examiner agrees that this anticipation rejection over Shotton has a reasonable

likelihood of prevailing because the general application of Shotton to claims 9-13 and

15-19 in the request (Qgs. 38-42) and claim charts appears reasonable. (claim charts Qgs.
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M) Therefore, requester has shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with

respect to this proposed anticipation rejection of claims 9-13 and 15-19.

Issue (El

Requester proposed that claim 14 is obvious over Shotton. The examiner '

agrees that this obviousness rejection over Shotton has a reasonable likelihood of

prevailing because the general application of Shotton as to claim 14 in the request

(Qgs. 42-43) claim charts appears reasonable. M) Therefore, requester has shown

a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection

of claim 14.

Issue (G)

Requester proposed that claims 9-19 are obvious over the combination of

Courtney-EP and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Courtney-EP I

discloses limitations of claims 9-19 and Olson teaches limitations of claims 9-19.

(request Qgs. 51-5 7 and claim charts Qgs. 31 7-3 73)

As to the limitation of "means for detecting an object in a video from a single

camera", requester cites Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation and Olson as

teaching this limitation. (claim charts Qgs. 317-322) Since requester is citing Courtney-

EP and Olson for this single limitation, the examiner considers the combination of

Courtney-EP and Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, is required to '

meet this limitation.
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Requester cites Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation in 31110004 [0017Z,

[00281 to [0034Z, and Zigyre 2. For the reader’s convenience, figure 2 of Courtney-EP is

reproduced below.

 
Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at 2g. 166, col. 1 and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

  
Figdi‘éfeli ‘Thcl‘s'imntio'nal ’awffie‘ness system

The examiner does nit agree that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-EP

and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of

the combination of Courtney-EP and Olson to claims 9-19, as presented in the

request and claim charts, teaches away from the limitation of "means for detecting an

object in a video from a single camera" because Courtney-EP is being modified by the

multiple smart cameras of Olson’s figure 4 thereby resulting in a system/method for
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detecting an object in videos from _mu_|ti% cameras and not the claimed s'flgLe camera.

For at least this reason, requester has n_ot shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing

with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection of claims 9-19 because the

teaching of Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, teaches away from the

claimed invention.

Issue (H)

Requester proposed that claim 9-19 is obvious over the combination of

Courtney-NPL and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Courtney-NFL

discloses limitations of claim 9-19 and Olson teaches limitations of claim 9-19. (W

Qgs. 63-64 and claim charts Qgs. 1163-1201)

As to the limitation of "means for detecting an object in a video from a single

camera", requester cites Court-ney-NPL as disclosing this limitation and Olson as

teaching this limitation. (claim charts ggs. 1163-1165) Since requester is citing Courtney-

NPL and Olson for this single limitation, the examiner considers the combination of

Courtney-NPL and Olson, as presented in the-request and claim charts, is required to

meet this limitation.

Requester cites Courtney-NPL as disclosing this limitation in Qg. 616, col.2, figure

13 . 608 col.2 z ures 1-2 . 609 cols. 1 and2 and z ure 13. For the reader’s

convenience, figure 13 of Courtney-NPL is reproduced below.

Fig. 13. A high-level diagram of the AV] system.
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Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at Qg. 166, col. 1 and zzjgyre 51.

For the reader's convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

  

  

-A\.‘ ' ‘.
f§m€rt Causal -

Figdfe‘et': 'The'SituatiOnal ’awd‘re‘ries‘s system

The examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-NPL

and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of

the combination of Courtney-NFL and Olson to claim 9-19, as presented in the

request and claim charts, teaches away from the limitation of "means for detecting an

object in a video from a single camera" because Courtney-NPL's camera is being .
 

modified by the multiple smart cameras of Olson’s figLM thereby resulting in a

system/method for detecting an object in videos from m_u|t_ipl_e cameras and not the

claimed si_ngl_e camera. For at least this reason, requester has n_ot shown a reasonable

likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection of claim 9-19

because the teaching of Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, teaches

away from the claimed invention.

Issue I

Requester proposed that claims 9-19 are obvious over Courtney-EP and Brill.

The examiner agrees that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-EP and Brill has a
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reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of Courtney-EP to

claims 9-19 in the claim charts appears reasonable. (request Qgs. 62-63 and claim charts

QgS. 876-935) Also, the examiner is able to discern that this disclosure of Courtney-EP

combined with Brill is reasonably likely to prevail becauseM; of Courtney-EP and

Brill disclose identical systems for which the methods employed by the respective

systems are likely to be obvious over one another. Therefore, requester has shown a

reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection

of claims 9-19.

Issue (J)

Requester proposed that claims 9-19 are obvious over Courtney-NFL andBrill.

 
The request and claim charts allege that Courtney-NPL discloses limitations of claims

9-19 and Brill teaches limitations of claims 9-19. (request Qgs. 5 7-62 and claim charts QgS.

615-663)
 

Requester cites both Courtney-NPL and Brill for the single limitation of "means

for identifying the event independent of when the attributes are stored in memory” (claim
 

charts Qgs.‘63I-634) Since requester is citing both Courtney-NPL and Brill for this single

limitation, the examiner considers the combination of Courtney-NPL and Brill, as

presented in the request and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Courtney-NFL . 610: col.1 . 612.‘cols.1- 2 . 614.-col.2 to    

615.-cols.1-2, and figure 5 as disclosing this limitation and requester cites Brill c01.1:43-48
 

col.3.-24-27 col.3:41-49 col.4.-27-30 as teaching this claim limitation.
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However, the motion segmentation, object tracking, hypothetical sequence of 1—D

frames, motion analysis stage, V-object indexing, depositor, and remover as disclosed

by Courtney-NPL and modified by Brill’s teaching of a “surveillance system

programmed to generate an alarm upon occurrence of a complex event made up of a

series of simple events” does not disclose or suggest that these stages of Courtney-

NPL are independent of the identified complex event made up of simple events. For at

least this reason, the examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection over

Courtney-NPL and Brill has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing.

Issue (K)

Requester proposed that claims 9-19 are obvious over the combination of

Winter, Lipton, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claims 9-19, Requester

provides a detailed application of the combination of Winter, Lipton, and Brill toM

9_-fl in the request (Qgs. 65-73) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 1384-1438)

Requester cites Winter and Brill for the single limitation of “means for identifying

the event independent of when the attributes are stored in memory’. (claim charts égs.

1404-1405) Since requester is citing Winter and Brill for this single limitation, the

examiner considers the combination of Winter and Brill, as presented in the request

and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Winter col.3:23-32 and col. 73:56-64 as disclosing this limitation.

For the reader’s convenience, these portions of Winter are reproduced below.
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Requester cites Brill

 
 

 

According to still a further aspect of the invention, there
is provided apparatus for analyzing video data. including a
source of video data and a device for analyzing the video

data provided by the source of video data to detect a first
predetermmed characteristic of the video data by performing
a first predetermined analysis algorithm, and for performing
a second predetermined analysis algorithm to detect a sec-
ond predetermined characteristic of the video data when the

analysis device detects the first predetermined characteristic.

different characteristics 0 an incoming Video stream. It is

determined at step 2348 whether a first characteristic is

present in an incoming stream of video images, by applica-
tion of a first image analysis algorithm. If at step 2348 it is
determined that the predetermined characteristic has been
detected by the first analysis algorithm. then step 2350
follows, at which it is determined whether a second prede-
termined characteristic has been detected in the same incom-

ing video stream using a second analysis algorithm. If so,

Page 67

 
  

  
  
   

30

  
 
 

 

 

 
 

  
   66

 
 

  
  

col.1:43-48 001.3.‘24-27 col.3:4I-49 and col.4.'27-30 as 

teaching this limitation. For the reader’s convenience, these portions of Brill are

reproduced below.

   Given a system which detects simple events, one can
easily create a user interface that enables someone to define

a complex event by constructing a list of sub-events. After
one or more complex events have been defined, the sub-
events of complex events defined later can be complex
events themselves. As an alternative user interface, complex

The basic system performs three data processing steps for
every image of a video sequence to recognize events. The
three Steps are detecting objects, tracking objects, and ana-
lyzing the motion graph.

Finally, to recognize events, the system analyzes the
motion graph. The preferred, embodiment of the system
recognizes the following vocabulary of events: ENTER,
EXIT, REST, MOVE, DEPOSIT, REMOVE, LIGHTS-ON
and LIGHTS-OUT. These events are examples of the most
common in an ofice environment where the main interac-

tion is between people and smaller stationary objects. Other
examples would be applicable to monitoring outdoors, such
as a parking lot.

 

  
 

 

 

  
  

 
 

 

 

 
  
  

  

  

’Canon EX. 1009 Page 69 of 183



Canon Ex. 1009 Page 70 of 183

Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 68

Art Unit: 3992

 
  
  
  

In the present invention the surveillance system can be

programmed to only generate an alarm upon the occurrence
of a complex event made up of a series of simple events.

30 Returning to the THEFT example, a better system would

As evidenced by the above disclosures, the combination of Winter and Brill

does not teach or make obvious “means for identifying the event independent of when

the attributes are stored in memory’ because the three data processing steps of Brill's

basic system for processing images of a video sequence to recognize events are not

disclosed as independent of ENTER, EXIT, REST, MOVE, DEPOSIT, REMOVE,

LIGHTS-ON, and LIGHT—OUT. As such, for at least this reason, Requester has n_ot

shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness

rejection. . I

Issue (Ll

Requester proposed that claims 9-19 are obvious over the combination of Paek,

Qian, and Courtney-US. For the proposed rejection of claims 9-19, requester provides

a detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US to claims 9-

Q in the request (Qgs. 73-79) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 1626-1676)

Requester cites Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US for the single limitation of “means

for selecting a new user rule after the plurality of detected attributes are stored in _

memory”. (claim charts QgS. 1633-1634) Since requester is citing Paek, Qian, and

Courtney-US for this single limitation, the examiner considers the combination of Paek,

Qian, and Courtney-US, as presented in the request and claim charts, is required to

meet this limitation.
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Requester cites Paek col.18:20-28 and col. 73:56-64 as disclosing this limitation.

Requester cites Courtney-US col.4:45-52, fig. 4, and col.5.-4-I4 as teaching this limitation.

First, Paek’s video object hierarchy descriptions do not disclose or make obvious

“means for selecting a new user rule after the plurality of detected attributes are stored

in memory” because selection ‘of a rule, new or othen/vise, is not discussed at all in this

citation of Paek. Further, Courtney-US's disclosure of “show me all objects that are

removed from this region of the scene” is not a ‘new user rule’ as claimed. As such, for

at least this reason, Requester has n_o_t shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with

respect to this proposed obviousness rejection of claims 9-19.

Issue (N)

Requester proposed that claims 9-19 are obvious over the combination of Paek,

Qian, and Shotton. For the proposed rejection of claims 9-19, Requester provides a

detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, and Shotton to claims 9-19 in

the request (Qgs. 81-82) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 1878-1930)

As to the limitation of "means for detecting an object in a video from a single

camera", Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation and Shotton as teaching

this limitation. (Qgs. 1878-1880) Since requester is citing Paek and Shotton for this single

limitation, the examiner considers the combination of Paek and Shotton, as presented

in the request and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek col.17:26-61 and figure 8 as meeting this limitation. For the

reader's convenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.
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Requester cites Shotton §§2, 2. 3, and figure 3 as teaching this limitation. For the

reader’s convenience, figure 1 of Shotton, which is described in §2 and models how the

specific intrinsic metadata data of the video content is stored, is reproduced below.

 
Figure 1: Metadata E-R model

  
This portion of Shotton, however, is silent as to the number of cameras and

Paek’s video #810 is not disclosed as a single camera but rather is disclosed merely as
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video data (col.17:26-61). As such, the examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness

rejection over Paek, Qian, and Shotton has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing

because the general application of the combination of Paek, Qian, and Shotton to

claims 9-19, as presented in the request and claim charts, does not disclose or make

obvious "means for detecting an object in a video from a single camera" in combination

with the. other limitations of the claims.

Issue (Pl

Requester proposed that claims 9-19 are obvious over the combination of Paek,

Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Paek

discloses limitations of claims 9-19 and Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson teaches '

limitations of claims 9-19. (request Qgs. 84-85 and claim charts Qgs. 2260-2350)

As to the limitation “means for detecting an object in a video from a single

camera", requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation and Qian, Courtney-EP, and

Olson as teaching this limitation. (claim charts Qgs. 2260-2268) Since requester is citing

Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson for this single limitation, the examiner considers

the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson, as presented in the request

and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col. 17:26-61 and figure 8, For

the reader's convenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.
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Requester cites Qian as teaching this limitation at col.2:55 to col.3:8 and figure 1.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 1 of Qian is reproduced below.

VIDEO SEQUENCES

 
Requester cites Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation in 111(00022, [0017Z

[00281 to [0034, and Zigyre 2. For the reader’s convenience, figure 2 of Courtney-EP is

reproduced below.
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Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at 2g. 166 _col. 1 and figure 4.

Forthe reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

Figdt€4i ~Tha’simmvi‘tinal ’awii‘rfness, system

 
The examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-NPL

and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of

the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson to claims 9-19 in the request

and claim charts teaches away from the limitation “means for detecting an object in a

video from a single camera" because the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-EP

is being modified by the my; smart cameras of Olson’sfigflei thereby resulting in

a system/method for detecting an object in videos from [Tl—WM cameras and not the

claimed si_ngl_e camera. For at least this reason, requester has Qo_t shown a reasonable

likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection of claims 9-
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Q because the teaching of Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts,

teaches away from the claimed invention.

Issue (Q!

Requester proposed that claims 9-19 are obvious over the combination of Paek,

Qian, Courtney-EP, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claims 9-19, Requester

provides a detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and

Brill to claims ‘9-19 in the request (Qgs. 87—88) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 3158-3252)

As to the limitation of “means for selecting a new user rule after the plurality of

detected attributes are stored in memory”, Requester cites Paek as disclosing this

limitation and Courtney-EP, and Brill as teaching this limitation. (claim charts Qgs. 3183-

M) Since requester is citing Paek, Courtney-EP, and Brill for this single limitation,

the examiner considers the combination of Paek, Courtney-EP, and Brill, as presented

in the request and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.18:20-28. Requester cites

Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation at [0069i to [00712 and figure 9. Requester

cites Brill as disclosing this limitation at col.10.-59 to col.11.-25, fig. 7, col. 4:27-36.

First, Paek’s video object hierarchy descriptions do not disclose or make obvious

this limitation because selection of a rule, new or otherwise, is not discussed in this

citation of Paek. Further, in the context of Requester's proposed rejection, Courtney-

EP’s event selection box #136 does not make obvious the claimed 'new user rule' because

Courtney-EP's disclosed events, such as LOITERING, is selected priorto detecting the

claimed plurality of attributes, not after detecting the claimed plurality of attributes. In
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addition, Brill's definition of simple and/or complex events does not make obvious this

limitation because, as presented in the claim charts, there is no suggestion of selecting

a new user rule in response to the detection of one of the complex events, such as

THEFT EVENT, made up of a series of simple events such as the REMOVE EVENT

followed by the EXIT EVENT. As such, for at least these reasons, Requester has n_ot

shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness

rejection of claims 9-19.

Issue 1R1

Requester proposed that claims 9-19 are obvious over the combination of Paek,

Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claims 9-19, Requester

provides a detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-NFL, and

Brill to claims 9-19 in the request (Qgs. 85-86) and the claim charts. (ggs12734-2812)

As to the limitation of “means for selecting a new user rule after the plurality of

detected attributes are stored in memory", Requester cites Paek as disclosing this

limitation and Courtney-NFL, and Brill as teaching this limitation. (claim charts QgS:

2749-2754) Since requester is citing Paek, Courtney-NPL, and Brill for this single

limitation, the examiner considers the combination of Paek, Courtney-NFL, and Brill,

as presented in the request and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.18:20-28. Requester cites

Courtney-NFL as disclosing this limitation at Qg. 607 cols. 1 to 2, Qg. 616 mi], Qg. 617

col.2 to 2g. 618 cols. 1 and 2. Requester cites Brill asdisclosing this limitation at col.10.-59

to col.]1:25, (1g. 71 c01.4:27-36.
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First, Paek’s video object hierarchy descriptions do not disclose or make obvious

this limitation because selection of a rule, new or othen/vise, is not discussed in this

citation of Paek. Further, in the context of Requester's proposed rejection, Courtney-

NPL’s context based retrieval system by which the automatic video indexing (AVl)'

system may specify queries on video sequences does not make obvious the claimed

'new user rule' because Courtney-NPL's disclosed queries, such as “show me all

objects that were removed from this region of the scene between 8am and 9am", is

selected prior to detecting the claimed plurality of attributes, not after detecting the.

claimed plurality of attributes. In addition, Brill’s definition of simple and/or complex

events does not make obvious this limitation because, as presented in the claim charts,

there is no suggestion 'of selecting a new user rule in response to the detection of one of

the complex events, such as THEFT EVENT, made up of a series of simple events such

as the REMOVE EVENT followed by the EXIT EVENT. As such, for at least these

reasons, Requester has n_ot shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to

this proposed obviousness rejection of claims 9-19.

Issue (S)

Requester proposed that claims 9-19 are obvious over the combination of Paek,

Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Paek

discloses limitations of claims 9-19 and Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Olson teaches

limitations of claims 9-19. (request Qgs. 88-89 and claim charts Qgs. 3622-3692)
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As to the limitation of "means for detecting an object in a video from a single

camera", Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation and Qian, Courtney-NFL,

and Olson as teaching this limitation. (claim charts Qgs. 3622-3625)

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.17:26-61 and figure 8. For

the reader's convenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.
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Requester cites Qian as teaching this limitation at col.2:55 t0 col.3:8 and figure 1.

For the reader’s convenience, figure I of Qian is reproduced below.
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Requester cites Courtney-NPL as disclosing this limitation in 2g. 616, col.2, figure

13 . 608 001.2 1 ure 1 . 609 cols. 1 and2 and 1 ure 13. For the reader’s

convenience, figure 13 of Courtney-NPL is reproduced below.

Fig. 13. A high—level diagram of the AV! system.
 

 Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at . I66 col. 1 and z ure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

  

 
  
 . @igdtéewfi'p

FingfiTlie-“s'iluatipnal ‘awiu’eness, system'

Canon EX. 1009 Page 80 of 183



Canon Ex. 1009 Page 81 of 183

Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 79

Art Unit: 3992

The examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection has a reasonable

likelihood of prevailing because the general application of the combination of Paek,

Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Olson to claims 9-19, as presented in the request and claim

charts, teaches away from the limitation of "means for detecting an object in a video

from a ingLe camera" because the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-NPL is

being modified by the Mp3 smart cameras of Olson’sfigLez/ thereby resulting in a

system/method for detecting an object in videos from ME cameras and not the

claimed si_ngl_e camera. For at least this reason, requester has n_ot shown a reasonable

likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection of claims 9-

Q because the teaching of Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, .

teaches away from the claimed invention.
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CLAIMS 20-21

For the reasons set forth below, the following issues have been determined to

have a reasonable likelihood of prevailing for the identified claims, and will be

addressed in the non-final a’ction.

Issue (A): Claims 20-21 anticipated by Courtney-US.

Issue (D): Claims 20-21 anticipated by Shotton.

Issue (l): Claims 20-21 obvious over Courtney-EP and Brill.

For the reasons set forth below, the following issues have been determined to

NOT have a reasonable likelihood of prevailing for the identified claims, and will NOT be

addressed in the non-final action.

Issue (G): Claims 20-21 obvioUs over Courtney-EP and Olson.

Issue (H): Claims 20-21 obvious over Courtney-NPL and Olson.

Issue (J): Claims 20-21 obvious over Courtney-NPL and Brill.

Issue (K): Claims 20-21 obvious over Winter, Lipton, and Brill.

Issue (L): Claims 20-21 obvious over Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US.

Issue (N): Claims 20-21 obvious over Paek, Qian, and Shotton.

Issue (P): Claims 20-21 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson.

Issue (Q): Claims 20-21 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Brill;

Issue (R): Claims 20-21 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Brill.

Issue (S): Claims 20-21 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Olson.

Issue (A)

Requester proposed that claims 20-21 are anticipated by Courtney-US. The

examiner agrees that this anticipation rejection over Courtney-US has a reasonable
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likelihood of prevailing because the general application of Courtney-US to claims 20-

_1 in the claim charts appears reasonable. (request Qgs. 28-32 and claim charts Qgs. 37-44)

Therefore, requester has shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this

proposed anticipation rejection of claims 20-21.

Issue (D)

Requester proposed that claims 20-21 are anticipated by Shotton. The

examiner agrees that this anticipation rejection over Shotton has a reasonable

likelihood of prevailing because the general application of Shotton to claims 20-21 in

the in the request (Qgs. 38-42) and claim charts appears reasonable. (Qgs. 134-142)

Therefore, requester has shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this

proposed anticipation rejection of claims 20-21.

Issue (G)

Requester proposed that claims 20-21 are obvious over the combination of

Courtney-EP and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Courtney-EP

discloses limitations of claims 20-21 and Olson teaches limitations of claims 20-21.

(request Qgs. 51-5 7 and claim charts Qgs. 3 74-405)

As to the limitation of ”providing a video device which detects an object upon

analyzing a video from a single camera", requester cites Courtney-EP as disclosing this

limitation and Olson as teaching this limitation. (claim charts Qgs. 374-3 79) Since

requester is citing Courtney-EP and Olson for this single limitation, the examiner

considers the combination of Courtney-EP and Olson, as presented in the request and

claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.
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Requester cites Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation in ”(00022, [00172,

[0028Z to [00341, and tigyre 2. For the reader’s convenience, figure 2 of Courtney-EP is

reproduced below.

 
Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at 2g. 166, col. 1 and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

SmartCamerat ‘.:_:s:uiq§i11§n¢el"F Slit-‘11

SmartCarrier'aa

. abject Iécogniflon

fiiguralaaTfie'situationalawn‘iéness, system

 
The examiner does go: agree that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-EP

and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of

the combination of Courtney-EP and Olson to claims 20-21, as presented in the

request and claim charts, teaches away from the limitation of "providing a video device

which detects an object upon analyzing a video from a single camera" because

Courtnev-EP is being modified by the multiple smart cameras of Olson’s figure 4
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thereby resulting in a system/method for detecting an object in videos from Mile

cameras and not the claimed si_ng|_e camera. For at least this reason, requester has ngt

shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness

rejection of claims 20-21 because the teaching of Olson, as presented in the request

and claim charts, teaches away from the claimed invention.

Issue (H)

Requester proposed that claims 20-21 are obvious over the combination of

Courtney-NFL and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Courtney-NPL

discloses limitations of claims 20-21 and Olson teaches limitations of claims 20-21.

(request Qgs. 63-64 and claim charts Qgs. 1202-1224)

As to the limitation of "providing a video device which detects an object upon

analyzing a video from a single camera", requester cites Courtney-NFL as disclosing

this limitation and Olson as teaching this limitation. (claim charts Qgs. 1202-1204) Since

requester is citing Courtney-NFL and Olson for this single limitation, the examiner

considers the combination of Courtney-NFL and Olson, as presented in the request

and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Courtney-NFL as disclosing this limitation in Qg. 6J6, col. 2, figure

13 . 608 col.2 z ures 1-2 . 609 cols. 1 and2 and 1 ure 13. For the reader’s

convenience, figure 13 of Courtney-NFL is reproduced below.

Video Indnxing 
Fig. 13. A high-level diagram of the AV! system.
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Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitationat Qg. 166 col. 1 and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

 
Figfif34i 'Tiie'gitumjonai 'ayviiie’nes’s, system

The examiner does n_c_>_t agree that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-NFL

and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of

the combination of Courtney-NFL and Olson to claims 20-21, as presented in the

request and claim charts, teaches away from the limitation "providing a video device

which detects an object upon analyzing a video from a single camera" because

Courtney-NPL's camera is being modified by the multiple smart cameras of Olson's
 

figure 4thereby resulting in a system/method for detecting an object in videos from

multiple cameras and not the claimed single camera. For at least this reason, requester

has fl0_t shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed '

obviousness rejection of claims 20-21 because the teaching of Olson, as presented in

the request and claim charts, teaches away from the claimed invention.

Issue |

Requester proposed that claims 20-21 are obvious over Courtney-EP and'Brill.

The examiner agrees that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-EP and Brill has a
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reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of Courtney-EP to

claims 20-21 in the claim charts appears reasonable. (request Qgs. 62-63 and claim charts

Qgs. 936-966) Also, the examiner is able to discern that this disclosure of Courtney-EP

combined with Brill is reasonably likely to prevail becausefigLel of Courtney-EP and

Brill disclose identical systems for which the methods employed by the respective.

systems are likely to be obvious over one another. Therefore, requester has shown a

reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection

of claims 20-21.

Issue (J)

Requester proposed that claims 20-21 are obviOus over Courtney-NFL and

Brill. The request and claim charts allege that Courtney-NFL discloses limitations of

claims 20-21 and Brill teaches limitations of claims 20-21. (reguestggs. 5 7-62 and claim

charts Qgs. 664-685)

Requester cites both Courtney-NPL and Brill for the single limitation of “wherein

the attributes to be detect are independent of the event to be detected". (claim charts Qgs.

673-676) Since requester is citing both Courtney-NPL and Brill for this single limitation,
 

the examiner considers the combination of Courtney-NPL and Brill, as presented‘in

the request and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Courtney-NFL . 610: col] . 612.'cols.1- 2 . 614.’col.2 t0    

615:cols.1-2, and figure 5 as disclosing this limitation and requester cites Brill col.1:43-48
 

 
col.3:24-27 col.3.'41-49 col.4:27-30 as teaching this claim limitation.

Canon EX. 1009 Page 87 of 183



Canon Ex. 1009 Page 88 of 183

Control Number: 95/001 ,914 Page 86

Art Unit: 3992

However, the motion segmentation, object tracking, hypothetical sequence of 1-D

frames, motion analysis stage, V-object indexing, depositor, and remover as disclosed

by Courtney-NPL and modified by Brill's teaching of a “surveillance system

‘ programmed to generate an alarm upon occurrence of a complex event made up of a

series of simple events" does not disclose or suggest that these stages of Courtney-

_NPL are independent of the identified complex event made up of simple events. For at

least this reason, the examiner does n_ot_ agree that this obviousness rejection over

Courtney-NPL and Brill has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing.

Issue (K1

Requester proposed that claims 20-21 are obvious over the combination of

Winter, Lipton, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claims 20-21, Requester

provides a detailed application of the combination of Winter, Lipton, and Brill to claims
 

20-21 in the request (Qgs. 65-73) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 1439-1463)

Requester cites Winter and Brill for the single limitation of “wherein the

attributes to be detected are independent of the event to be detected”. (claim charts Qgs.

1453-1454) Since requester is citing Winter and Brill for this single limitation, the

examiner considers the combination of Winter and Brill, as presented in the request

and claim charts, is required to meettthis limitation.

- Requester cites Winter col.3:23-32 and col. 7356-64 as disclosing this limitation.

For the reader’s convenience, these portions of Winter are reproduced below.
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According to still a further aspect of the invention, there

is provided apparatus for analyzing video data, including a
source of video data and a device for analyzing the video

data provided by the source of video data to detect a first
predetermined characteristic of the video data by performing
a first predetermined analysis algorithm. and for performing
a second predetermined analysis algorithm to detect a sec-
ond predetermined characteristic of the video data when the
analysis device detects the first predetermined characteristic.

 

  
  

  
30

  

diflerent characteristics 0 an incoming video stream. It is
determined at step 2348 whether a first characteristic is
present in an incoming stream of video images, by applica-

tion of a first image analysis algorithm. If at step 2348 it is
determined that the predetermined characteristic has been
detected by the first analysis algorithm. then step 2350
follows, at which it is determined whether a second prede-
termined characteristic has been detected in the same incom-

ing video stream using a second analysis algorithm. If so.

 
Requester cites Brill 601.] :43-48 col.3.-24-27 col.3.'4I-49 and col.4.~27-30 as
 

teaching this limitation. For the reader’s convenience, these portions of Brill are

reproduced below.

  Given a system which detects simple events, one can

easily create a user interface that enables someone to define
a complex event by constructing a list of sub-events. After 45
one or more complex events have been defined, the sub-
events of complex events defined later can be complex
events themselves. As an alternative user interface, complex

 
 

  
 

 

 

  The basic system performs three data processing steps for
every image of a video sequence to recognize events. The

three sreps are detecting objects, tracking objects, and ana-
lyzing the motion graph.

 

  

Finally, to recognize events, the system analyzes the
motion graph. The preferred, embodiment of the system
recognizes the following vocabulary of events: ENTER,
EXIT, REST, MOVE, DEPOSIT, REMOVE, LIGHTS-0N

and LIGHTS-OUT. These events are examples of the most
common in an ofiice environment where the main interac-

tion is between people and smaller stationary objects. Other
examples would be applicable to monitoring outdoors, such
as a parking lot.
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In the present invention the surveillance system can be
programmed to only generate an alarm upon the occurrence
of a complex event made up of a series of simple events.

Returning to the THEFT example, a better system would

30 
As evidenced by the above disclosures, the combination of Winter and Brill

does not teach or make obvious “wherein the attributes to be detected are independent

of the event to be detected” because the three data processing steps of Brill's basic

system for processing images of a video sequence to recognize eVents are not

disclosed as independent of ENTER, EXIT, REST, MOVE, DEPOSIT, REMOVE,

LIGHTS-ON, and LlGHT—-OUT. As such, for at least this reason, Requester has 0.91

shown a reasonable likelihood of'prevailing with respect to thisproposed obviousness

rejection.

Issue (Ll

Requester proposed that claims 20-21 are obvious over the combination oi

Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US. For the proposed rejection of claims 20-21, Requester

provides a detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US to

claims 20-21 in the request (Qgs. 73-79) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 1677-1694)

Requester cites Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US for the single limitation of

obvious “selecting a rule, which is not a rule used to detect any individual attribute, as a

new user rule, the new user rule providing an analysis of a combination of the attributes

to detect an event that is not one of the detected attributes”. (claim charts Qgs. 1684-1685)

Since requester is citing Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US for this single limitation, the

examiner considers the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US, as presented in

the request and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.
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Requester cites Paek col.18:20-28 and col. 73:56-64 as disclosing this limitation. ‘

Requester cites Courtney-US col. 4:45-52, fig. 4, and col.5:4-14 as teaching this limitation.

First, Paek’s video Object hierarchy descriptions do not disclose or make obvious

“selecting a rule, which is not a rule used to detect any individual attribute, as a new

user rule, the new user rule providing an analysis ofa combination of the attributes to

detect an event that is not one of the detected attributes” because selection of a rule,

new or othenivise, is not discussed at all in this citation of Paek. Further, Courtney-US's

disclosure of “show me all objects that are removed from this region of the scene” is not

a ‘new user rule’ as claimed. As such, for at least this reason, Requester has r_1_o_t shown

a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection

of claims 20-21.

Issue (Nj

Requester proposed that claims 20-21 are obvious over the combination of

Paek, Qian, and Shotton. For the proposed rejection of claims 20-21, Requester

provides a detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, and Shotton to

claims 20-21 in the request (Qgs. 81-82) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 1931-1952)

As to the limitation of "providing a video device which detects an object upon

analyzing a video from a single camera", Requester cites Paek as disclosing this

limitation and Shotton as teaching this limitation. (Qgs. 1931-1933) Since requester is

citing Paek and Shotton for this single limitation, the examiner considers the

combination of Paek and Shotton, as presented in the request and claim charts, is

required to meet this limitation.
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Requester cites Paek col.17.-26-61 and figure 8 as meeting this limitation. For the

reader's convenience Paek's [igyre 8 is reproduced below.
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Requester cites Shotton §_§_2, 2.3 and figure 3 as teaching this limitation. For the

reader’s convenience, figure 1 of Shotton, which is described in 352 and models how the

specific intrinsic metadata data of the video content is stored, is reproduced below.

Figure 1. Metadata E-R modeI
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This portion of Shotton, however, is silent as to the number of cameras and

Paek’s video #810 is not disclosed as a single camera but rather is disclosed merely as

video data (col.1 7:26-61). As such, the examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness

rejection over Paek, Qian, and Shotton‘has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing .

because the general application of the combination of Paek, Qian, and Shotton to

claims 20-21, as presented in the request and claim charts, does not disclose or make

obvious "providing a video device which detects an object upon analyzing a video from

asingle camera" in combination with the other limitations of the claims.

Issue (Pl

Requester proposed that claims 20-21 are obvious over the combination of

Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Paek

discloses limitations of claims 20-21 and Qian, ,Courtney-EP, and Olson teaches

limitations of claims 20-21. (request Qgs. 84-85 and claim charts Qgs. 2351-2406)

As to the limitation “providing a video device which detects an object upon

analyzing a video from a single camera", requester cites Paek as disclosing this

limitation and Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson as teaching this limitation. (claim charts

QgS. 2351-2359) Since requester is citing Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson for this

single limitation, the examiner considers the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP,

and Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, is required to meet this

limitation.

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.17:26-61 and figure 8. For

the reader's convenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.
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Page 92

Requester cites Qian as teaching this limitation at 001.255 to col.3.-8 and figure 1.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 1 of Qian is reproduced below.

 
Requester cites Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation in 11(00022, [00172,

[00281 to [0034, and figyre 2. For the reader’s convenience, figure 2 of Courtney-EP is

reproduced below.
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Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at Qg. 166, col. 1 and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

  
figqretii‘The'simmigsnaiawareness sysiém

The examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection has a reasonable

likelihood of prevailing because the general application of the combination of Paek,

Qian,'Courtney-EP, and Olson to claims 20-21 in the request and claim charts

teaches away from the limitation "providing a video device which detects an object upon

analyzing a video from a single camera" because the combination of Paek, Qian, and

Courtney-EP is being-modified by the mu_|tip|_e smart cameras of Olson’sfiggre_4

thereby resulting in a system/method for detecting an object in videos from mitije

cameras and not the claimed single camera. For at least this reason, requester has not

shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousn‘ess
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rejection of claims 20-21 because the teaching of Olson, as presented in the request

and claim charts, teaches away from the claimed invention.

Issue (Qt

Requester proposed that claims 20-21 are obvious over the combination ot

Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claims 20-21,

Requester provides a detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-

EP, and Brill to claims 20-21 in the request (Qgs. 87-88) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 3253-

:3_07) ' ' ‘

As to the limitation of “selecting a rule, which is to a rule used to detect any ,

individual attribute, as a new user rule, the new- user rule providing analysis of a

combination of the attributes to detect an event that is not one of the detected

attributes”, Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation and Courtney-EP, and

Brill-as teaching this limitation. (claim charts Qgs. 3275-3280) Since requester is citing

Paek, Courtney-EP, and Brill for this single limitation, the examiner considers the

combination of Paek, Courtney-EP, and Brill, as presented in the request and claim

charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.18.'20-28. Requester cites

Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation at [00691 to [0071Z and figure 9. Requester

cites Brill as disclosing this limitation at col.10:59 t0 col.11:25 fig. 7 col.4:27-36.

First, Paek’s video object hierarchy descriptions do not disclose or make obvious

this limitation because selection of a rule, new or othenNise, is not discussed in this

citation of Paek. Further, in the context of Requester's proposed rejection, Courtney-
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EP’s event selection box #136 does not make obvious the claimed 'new user rule' because

Courtney-EP's disclosed events, such as LOITERING, is selected prior to detecting the

claimed plurality of attributes, not after detecting the claimed plurality of attributes. In

addition, Brill’s definition of simple and/or complex events does not make obvious-this

limitaiton because, as presented in the claim charts, there is no suggestion of selecting

a new user rule in response to the detection of one of the complex events, such as

THEFT EVENT, made up of a series of simple events such as the REMOVE EVENT

followed by the EXIT EVENT. As such, for at least these reasons, Requester has @

shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness

rejection of claims 20-21.

Issue (R1

Requester proposed that claims 20-21 are obvious over the combination of

Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claims 20-21,

Requester provides a detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-

NPL, and Brill to claims 20-21 in the request (Qgs. 85-86) and the claim charts. (pg;

2813-2850)

As to the limitation of “selecting a rule, which is to a rule used to detect any

individual attribute, as a new user rule, the new user rule providing analysis of a

combination of the attributes to detect an event that is not one of the detected

attributes”, Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation and Courtney-NPL, and

Brill as teaching this limitation. (claim charts Qgs. 2827-2832) Since requester is citing

Paek, Courtney-NFL, and Brill for this single limitation, the examiner considers the
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combination of Paek, Courtney-NPL, and Brill, as presented in the request and claim

charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.18:20-28. Requester cites

Courtney-NFL as disclosing this limitation at 2g. 607 cols. 1 to 2, Qg. 616 col.1, 2g. 617

col.2 to pg. 618 cols. 1 and 2. Requester cites Brill as disclosing this limitation at col.10:59

t0 col.11:25, (lg. 7, 601.4:27-36.

First, Paek’s video object hierarchy descriptions do not disclose or make obvious

this limitation because selection of a rule, new or otherwise, is not discussed in this

citation of Paek. Further, in the context of Requester's proposed rejection, Courtney-

NPL’s context based retrieval system by which the automatic video indexing (AVI)

system may specify queries on video sequences does not make obvious the claimed

'new user rule' because Courtney-NPL's disclosed queries, such as “show me all '

objects that were removed from this region of the scene between 8am and 9am", is

selected pn'or to detecting the claimed plurality of attributes, not after detecting the

claimed plurality of attributes. In addition, Brill’s definition of simple and/or complex

events does not make obvious this limitation because, as presented in the claim charts,

there is no suggestion of selecting a new user rule in response to the detection of one of

the complex events, such as THEFT EVENT, made up of a series of simple events such

as the REMOVE EVENT followed by the EXIT EVENT. As such, for at least these

reasons, Requester has n_ot shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to

this proposed obviousness rejection of claims 20-21.
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Issue (SI

Requester proposed that claims 20-21 are obvious over the combination of

Paek, Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Paek

discloses limitations of claims 20-21 and Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Olson teaches

limitations of claims 20-21. (request Qgs. 88-89 and claim charts figs. 3693-3 729)

As to the limitation of "providing a video device which detects an object upon

analyzing a video from a single camera", Requester cites Paek as disclosing this

limitation and Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Olson as teaching this limitation. (claim charts

Qgs. 3693-3696)

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.17:26-61 and figure 8. For

the reader's convenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.

i EVEFAND ___
[OBJECT EXTRACTIONTEMPORAL SEGMENTATION 925VIDEO

r—————+______ 62.?
OBJECT EXTRACTION FEATURE EXTRACTION
D FEATURE EXTRACT I‘ ANNOTATION

TVETTfiifiBJEc'T"HIERACHY EXTRACTION

I AND CONSTRUCTION935
PHYSICAL LOGICAL

EVENT HIERACHY EVENT HIERACHY
ORGANIZATION ORGANIZATION

PHYSICAL LOGICAL
OBJECT HIERACHY OBJECT HIERACHY

ORGANIZATION ORGANIZATION
n_.___.._,._._-_..i

____ 5.3.5...J831

XML - DATABASE BINARYENCODER STORAGE ENCDDER
840 860
APPLICATIONS

837I__._.____

FIG. 8

 
Requester cites Qian as teaching this limitation at col.2:55 t0 col.3:8 and figure I.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 1 of Qian is reproduced below.
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TDKTURJ! l (XJLOR
ANALYSIS

VIDEO SEQUENCE

 
Requester cites Courtney-NPL as disclosing this limitation in gg. 616, col.2, figure

13 . 608 col.2 z are 1 . 609 cols. 1 and2 and 1 ure 13. For the reader’s

convenience, figure 13 of Courtney-NFL is reproduced below.

Video Indexing

Fig. 13. A high-level diagram of the AV] system.
 
Requester cites leon as teaching this limitation at . 166 col. 1 and 1 ure '4. 

Forthe reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

  

  

 
swagger? a -

Figu‘i’e‘éi 'fie'simational “awareness. sysiém
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The examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection over Paek, Qian,

Courtney-NFL and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the

general application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Olson to

claims 20-21 in the request and claim charts teaches away from the limitation of

"providing a video device which detects an object upon analyzing a video from a single

camera" because the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-NPL is being modified

by the Msmart cameras of Olson’sfingt thereby resulting in a system/method

_ for detecting an object in videos from Wcameras and not the claimed m

camera. For at least this reason, requester has mt shown a reasonable likelihood of

prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection of claims 20-21 because

the teaching of Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, teaches away from

the claimed invention.

Canon EX. 1009 Page 101 of 183



Canon Ex. 1009 Page 102 of 183

Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 100
Art Unit: 3992

CLAIMS 22-28 -

For the reasons set forth below, the following issues have been determined to

have a reasonable likelihood of prevailing for the identified claims, and will be

addressed in the non-final action.

Issue (A): Claims 22-28 anticipated by Courtney-US.

Issue (D): Claims 22-28 anticipated by Shotton.

Issue (l): Claims 22-28 obvious over Courtney-EP and Brill.

For the reasons set forth below, the following issues have been determined to

NOT have a reasonable likelihood of prevailing for the identified claims, and will NOTvbe

addressed in the non-final action.

Issue (G): Claims 22-28 obvious over Courtney-EP and Olson.

Issue (H): Claims 22-28 obvious over Courtney-NFL and Olson.

issue (J): Claims 22-28 obvious over Courtney-NFL and Brill.

Issue (K): Claims 22-28 obvious over Winter, Lipton, and Brill.

Issue (L): Claims 22-28 obvious over Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US.

Issue (N): Claims 22-28 obvious over Paek, Qian, and Shotton.

Issue (P): Claims 22-28 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson.

Issue (Q): Claims 22-28 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Brill.

Issue (R): Claims 22-28 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Brill.

Issue (S): Claims 22-28 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Olson.

Issue (A)

Requester proposed that claims 22-28 are anticipated by Courtney-US. The

examiner agrees that this anticipation rejection over Courtney-US has a reasonable
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likelihood of prevailing because the general application of Courtney-US to claims 22-

E in the Claim charts appears reasonable. (request Qgs. 28-32 and claim charts Qgs. 45-55)

Therefore, requester has shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this

proposed anticipation rejection of claims 22-28. .

Issue (Dj

Requester proposed that claims 22-28 are anticipated by Shotton. The

examiner agrees that this anticipation rejection over Shotton has a reasonable

likelihood of prevailing because the general application of Shotton to claims 22-28 in in

the request (Qgs. 38-42) and the claim charts appears reasonable. (ggs. 143-157)

Therefore, requester has shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this

proposed anticipation rejection of claims 22-28.

Issue (G)

Requester proposed that claims 22-28 are obvious over the combination of

Courtney-EP and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Courtney-EP

discloses limitations of claims 22-28 and Olson teaches limitations of claims 22-28.

(request Qgs. 51-5 7 and claim charts Qgs. 406-461)

As to the limitation of "detecting an object in a video from a single camera",

requester cites Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation and Olson as teaching this

limitation. (claim charts Qgs. 406-411) Since requester is citing Courtney-EP and Olson

for this single limitation, the examiner considers the combinationof Courtney-EP and

Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.
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Requester cites Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation in jleOOZZ, [00171,

[0028Z to [00342, and figyre 2. For the reader’s convenience, figure 2 of Courtney-EP is

reproduced below.

 
Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at Qg. 166, col. 1 and figure .4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

  

 

 

,.
5-?“ ‘-.,
.\. ..

-§min Cirniiiat <. -

figur€4z'1nie"siruasznaiawareness, sysiém

The examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-EP

and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of

the combination of Courtney-EP and Olson to claims 22-28, as presented in the

request and claim charts, teaches away from the limitation of "detecting an object in a

video from a single camera" because Courtney-EP is being modified by the multiple

smart cameras of Olson’s figyre 4 thereby resulting in a system/method for detecting an
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object in videos from multiple cameras and not the claimed single camera. For at least

this reason, requester has n_ot shown a reasonable likelihOod of prevailing with respect

to this proposed obviousness rejection of claims 22-28 because the teaching of Olson,

as presented in the request and claim charts, teaches away from the claimed invention.

Issue (Hl

Requester proposed that claims 22-28 are obvious over the combination of

Courtney-NFL and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Courtney-NFL

discloses limitations of claims 22-28 and Olson teaches limitations of claims 22-28.

(request Qgs. 63-64 and claim charts Qgs. 1225-1258)

As to the limitation of "detecting an object in a video from a single camera",

requester cites Courtney-NPL as disclosing this limitation and Olson as teaching this

limitation. (claim charts QgS. 1225-1227) Since requester is citing Courtney-NPL and

Olson for this single limitation, the examiner considers the combination of Courtney-

NPL and Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, is required to meet this

limitation.

Requester cites Courtney-NPL as disclosing this limitation in 2g. 616, col.2, figure

13 . 608 col.2 z ures 1-2 .609 cols. 1 and2 and z ure13. For the reader’s 

convenience, figure 13 of Courtney-NPL is reproduced below.

Fig. 13. A high-level diagram of the AV! system.
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Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at 2g. 166, col. 1 and Zigyre 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

  

 

 
  

fipi" ' ‘  
,§m§n0§{ngra't‘-' -_ . ‘

figfiré‘eli 'Tlie'simntjonal’awéi‘rehess, sysiém ‘

The examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-NPL

and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of

the combination of Courtney-NFL and Olson to claims 22-28, as presented in n the

request and claim charts, teaches away from the limitation "detecting an object in a

video from a single camera" because Courtney-NPL's ca_m_er_ais being modified by the

multiple smart cameras of Olson'sfiglre_4 thereby resulting in a system/method for

detecting an object in videos frommcameras and not the claimed m camera.

For at least this reason, requester has mt shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing

with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection of claims 22-28 because the '

teaching of Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, teaches away from the

claimed invention.

Issue I

Requester proposed that claims 22-28 are obvious over Courtney-EP and'Brill.

The examiner agrees that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-EP and Brill has a
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reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of Courtney-EP to

claims 22-28 in the claim charts appears reasonable. (request QgS. 62-63 and claim charts

Qgs. 967-1020) Also, the examiner is able to discern that this disclosure of Courtney-EP

combined with Brill is reasonably likely to prevailbecausefiggm of Courtney-EP and

Brill disclose identical systems for which the methods employed by the respective

systems are likely to be obvious over one another. Therefore, requester has shown a

reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection

of claims 22-28.

Issue (J1

Requester proposed that claims 22-28 are obvious over Courtney-NPL and

Brill. The request and claim charts allege that Courtney-NFL discloses limitations of

claims 22-28 and Brill teaches limitations of claims 22-28. (request Qgs. 5 7-62 and claim

charts Qgs. 686-722)

Requester cites both Courtney-NPL and Brill for the single limitation of "wherein

the plurality of attributes that are detected are independent of which event is identified”.

(claim charts Qgs. 701-704) Since requester is citing both Courtney-NFL and Brill for this

single limitation, the examiner considers the combination of Courtney-NFL and Brill, as

presented in the request and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Courtney-NFL . 610: ml] . 612,-cols.1- 2 . 614:col.2 t0    

615:cols.1-2, and figure 5 as disclosing this limitation and requester cites Brill col.1:43-48
 

col.3.'24-27 col.3:41-49 col.4.-27-30 as teaching this claim limitation. 
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However, the motion segmentation, object tracking, hypothetical sequence of 1-D

frames, motion analysis stage, V-object indexing, depositor, and remover as disclosed

by Courtney-NFL and modified by Brill’s teaching of a “surveillance system

programmed to generate an alarm upon occurrence of a complex event made up of a

series of simple events” does not disclose or suggest that these stages of Courtney-

NPL‘are independent of the identified complex event made up of simple events. For at

least this reason, the examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection over

Courtney-NPL and Brill has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing.

Issue 1K1

Requester proposed that claims 22-28 are obvious over the combination of.

Winter, Lipton, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claims 22-28, Requester

provides a detailed application of the combination of Winter, Lipton, and Brill to claims
 

22-28 in the request (Qgs. 65-73) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 1464-1510)

Requester cites Winter and Brill for the single limitation of “wherein the plurality

of attributes that are detected are independent of which event is identified’. (claim charts

QgS. 1483-1484) Since requester is citing Winter'and Brill for this single limitation, the

examiner considers the combination of Winter and Brill, as presented in the request

and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Winter col.3.'23-32 and col. 73:56—64 as disclosing this limitation.

For the reader’s convenience, these portions of Winter are reproduced below.
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  According to still a further aspect of the invention, there
is provided apparatus for analyzing video data, including a
source of video data and a device for analyzing the video
data provided by the source of video data to detect a first
predetermined characteristic of the video data by performing

a first predetermined analysis algorithm, and for performing

a second predetermined analysis algorithm to detect a sec-
ond predetermined characteristic of the video data when the

analysis device detects the first predetermined characteristic.

 
 

  
  

  
30

  

 
 

 

 

 erent characteristics 0 an incoming vi-eo stream. It IS
determined at step 2348 whether a first characteristic is

present in an incoming stream of video images, by applica-
tion of a first image analysis algorithm. If at step 2348 it is
determined that the predetermined characteristic has been 60
detected by the first analysis algorithm. then step 2350
follows, at which it is determined whether a second prede-
termined characteristic has been detected in the same incom-

ing video stream using a second analysis algorithmlf so,

 
  

  
  
  

  

Requester cites Brill col.1:43-48 col.3.-24-27 col.3.-41-49 and col. 4:27-30 as 

teaching this limitation. For the reader’s convenience, these portions of Brill are

reproduced below.

   Given a system which detects simple events, one can

easily create a user interface that enables someoae to define
a complex event by constructing a list of sub-events. After 45
one or more complex events have been defined, the sub-

events of complex events defined later can be complex
events themselves. As an alternative user interface, complex

 

  
 

   The basic system performs three data processing steps for
every image of a video sequence to recognize events. The
three steps are detecting objects, tracking objects, and ana-
lyzing the motion graph.

 

  

 

 

  Finally, to recognize events, the system analyzes the

motion graph. The preferred, embodiment of the system
recognizes the following vocabulary of events: ENTER,
EXIT, REST, MOVE, DEPOSIT. REMOVE, LIGHTS-ON

and LIGHTS-OUT. These events are examples of the most 45
common in an oflice environment where the main interac-

tion is between people and smaller stationary objects. Other
examples would be applicable to monitoring outdoors, such
as a parking lot

 

  
  

  

  

Canon EX. 1009 Page 109 of 183



Canon Ex. 1009 Page 110 of 183

Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 108

Art Unit: 3992

 
  
  
  

In the present invention the surveillance system can be

programmed to only generate an alarm upon the occurrence

30 .of a complex event made up of a series of simple events.
Returning to the THEFT example, a better system would

As evidenced by the above disclosures, the combination of Winter and Brill

does not teach or make obvious “wherein the plurality of attributes that are detected are

independent of which event is identified” because the three data processing steps of

Brill's basic system for processing images of a video sequence to recognize events are ,

not disclosed as independent of ENTER, EXIT, REST, MOVE, DEPOSIT, REMOVE,

LIGHTS-ON, and LIGHT—OUT. As such, for at least this reason, Requester has [l_0_t

shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed lobviousness

rejection. . .

Issue 1L)

Requester proposed that claims 22-28 are obvious over the combination of.

Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US. For the proposed rejection of claims 22-28, Requester

provides a detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US to

claims 22-28 in the request (Qgs. 73-79) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 1695-1728)

Requester cites Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US for the single limitation of

obvious “selecting a new user rule after detecting the plurality of attributes”. (claim charts

Qgs. 1703-1704) Since requester is citing Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US for this single

limitation, the examiner considers the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US, as

presented in the request and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek col.18:20-28 and col. 73:56-64 as disclosing this limitation.

Requester cites Courtney-US c01.4.'45-52, fig. 4, and 001.5:4-14 as teaching this limitation.
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First, Paek’s video object hierarchy descriptions do not disclose or make obvious ‘

“selecting a new user rule after detecting the plurality of attributes” because selection of

a rule, new or othen/vise, is not discussed at all in this citation of Paek. Further,

Courtney-US’s disclosure of “show me all objects that are removed from this region of

the scene" is not a ‘new user rule' as claimed. As such, for at least this reason,

Requester has n_ot shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this

proposed obviousness rejection of claims 22-28.

Issue (N1

Requester proposed that claims 22-28 are obvious over the combination of

Paek, Qian, and Shotton. For the proposed rejection of claims 22-28, Requester

provides a detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, and Shotton to

claims 22-28 in the request (QgS. 81-82) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 1953-1993)

As to the limitation of "detecting an object in a video from a single camera',

Requester cites Paek as disclosing thislimitation and Qian and Olson as teaching this

limitation. (Qgs. 1953-1956) Since requester is citing Paek and Shotton for this single

limitation, the examiner considers the combination of Paek and Shotton, as presented

in the request and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek col.17:26-61 and figure 8 as meeting this limitation. For the

reader's convenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.
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l_ 
Requester cites Shotton §§2, 2. 3, and figure 3 as teaching this limitation. For the

reader’s convenience, figure 1 of Shotton, which is described in 582 and models how the

specific intrinsic metadata data of the video content is stored, is reproduced below:

 
Figure 1: Metadata E-R model

This portion of Shotton, however, is silent as to the number of cameras and

Paek’s video #810 is not disclosed as a single camera but rather is disclosed merely as
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video data (col.17:26-61). As such, the examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness

rejection over Paek, Qian, and Shotton has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing

because the general application of the combination of Paek, Qian, and Shotton to

claims 22-28, as presented in the request and claim charts, does not disclose or make

obvious “detecting an object in a video from a single camera" in combination with the

other limitations of the claims.

Issue (P)

Requester proposed that claims 22-28 are obvious over the combination of

Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Paek

discloses limitations of claims 22-28 and Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson teaches

limitations of claims 22-28. (request Qgs. 84-85 and claim charts Qgs. 2407-2490)

As to the limitation “detecting an object in a video from a single camera",

requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation and Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson as

teaching this limitation. (claim charts Qgs. 2407-2415) Since requester is citing Paek,

Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson for this single limitation, the examiner considers the

combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson, as presented in the request and

claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek as discldsing this limitation at col.17.-26-61 and figure 8. For

the reader's cOnvenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.
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Page 112

Requester cites Qian as teaching this limitation at col.2:55 to col.3:8 and figure 1.

For the reader’s convenience, figure I of Qian is reproduced below.

 
Requester cites Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation in 11(0002Z, [0017Z,

[00282 to [0034, and Zigyre 2. For the reader’s convenience, figure 2 of Courtney-EP is

reproduced below.
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Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at 2g. 166, col. 1 and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

‘Figtir'é‘st': Thc'siumtidnal ’awiire'ness, system

 
The examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection has a reasonable

likelihood of prevailing because the general application of the combination of Paek,

Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson to claims 22-28 in the request and claim charts

teaches away from the limitation "detecting an object in a video from a single camera"

because the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-EP is ultimately being modified

. by the Wsmart cameras of Olson’sfiggrgg thereby resulting in a system/method

for detecting an object in videos from multiple cameras and not the claimed single

camera. For at least this reason, requester has not shown a reasonable likelihood of

prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection of claims 22-28 because
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the teaching of Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, teaches away from

the claimed invention.

Issue (Q!

Requester proposed that claims 22-28 are obvious over the combination of

Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claims 22-28,

Requester provides a detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-

EP, and Brill to claims 22-28 in the request (Qgs. 87-88) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 3308-

3390)

As to the limitation of limitation “selecting a new user.ru/e after detecting the

plurality of attributes”, Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation and Courtney-

EP, and Brill as teaching this limitation. (claim eharts Qgs. 3330-3335) Since requester is

citing Paek, Courtney-EP, and Brill for this single limitation, the examiner considers the

combination of Paek, Courtney-EP, and Brill, as presented in the request and claim

charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.18.-20-28. Requester cites

Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation at [0069i to [00711 and figure 9. Requester

cites Brill as disclosing this limitation at col.1():59 to 001.] 1:25, fig. 7, col. 4:27-36.

First, Paek’s video object hierarchy descriptions do not disclose or make obvious

this limitation because selection of a rule, new or othen/vise, is not discussed in this

citation of Paek. Further, in the context of Requester's proposed rejection, Courtney-

EP’s event selection box #136 does not make obvious the claimed 'new user rule' because

Courtney-EP's disclosed events, such as LOlTERING, is selected prior to detecting the
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claimed plurality of attributes, not after detecting the claimed plurality of attributes. in

addition, Brill’s definition of simple and/or complex events does not make obvious this

limitation because, as presented in the claim charts, there is no suggestion of selecting

a new user rule in response to the detection of one of the complex events, such as

THEFT EVENT, made up of a series of simple events such as the REMOVE EVENT.

followed by the EXIT EVENT. As such, for at least these reasons, Requester has ngt

shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness

rejection of claims 22-28.

Issue (R1

Requester'proposed that claims 22-28 are obvious over the combination of

Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claims 22-28,

Requester provides a detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-

NPL, and Brill to claims 22-28 in the request (Qgs. 85-86) and the claim charts. (Qgg;

2851-2918)

As to the limitation of “selecting a new user rule after detecting the plurality of

attributes”, Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation and Courtney-NFL, and

Brill as teaching this limitation. (claim charts Qgs. 2866-2870) Since requester is citing

Paek, Courtney-NFL, and Brill for this single limitation, the examiner considers the

combination of Paek, Courtney-NPL, and Brill, as presented in the request and claim

charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.18:20-28. Requester cites

Courtney-NFL as disclosing this limitation at 2g. 607 cols. 1 to 2, pg. 616 col.1, Qg. 617
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col.2 t0 Qg. 618 cols. 1 and 2. Requester cites Brill as disclosing this limitation at col.'10.'59

to col.11:25, 11g. 7, col.4:27-36.

First, Paek’s video object hierarchy descriptions do not disclose or make obvious

this limitation because selection of a rule, new or othewvise, is not discussed in this

citation of Paek. Further, in the context of Requester‘s proposed rejection, Courtney-

NPL’s context based retrieval system by which the automatic video indexing (AVI)

system may specify queries on video sequences does not make obvious the claimed

'new user rule' because Courtney-NPL's disclosed queries, such as “show me all

objects that were removed from this region of the scene between 8am and 9am", is

selected prior to detecting the claimed plurality of attributes, not after detecting the

claimed plurality of attributes. In addition, Brill's definition of simple and/or complex

events does not make obvious this limitation because, as presented in the claim charts,

there is no suggestion of selecting a new user rule in response to the detection of one of

the complex events, such as THEFT EVENT, made up of a series of simple events such

as the REMOVE EVENT followed by the EXIT EVENT. As such, for at least these

reasons, Requester has fig shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to

this proposed obviousness rejection of claims 22-28.

Issue (S)

Requester proposed that claims 22-28 are obvious over the combination of

Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Paek

discloses limitations of claims 22-28 and Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Olson teaches

limitations of claims 22-28. (request Qgs. 88-89 and claim charts Qgs. 3 730-3 787)
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As to the limitation of "detecting an object in a video from a single camera",

Requester cites Paek as-disclosing this limitation and Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Olson

as teaching this. limitation. (claim charts QgS. 3730-3733) Since requester is citing Paek,

Courtney-NFL, and Olson for this single limitation, the examiner considers the

combination of Paek, Courtney-NPL, and Olson, aspresented in the request and claim

charts, is required to meet the limitation of "detecting an object in a video from a single ‘

camera".

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.1 7:26-61 and figure 8. For

the reader's convenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.

IEVE-NTAND __ .-
I OBJECT E XTRACTIDNTEMPORAL SEGMENTATION 825VIDEO

325
I

I .
I r——————————— w
|
|

OBJECT EXTRACTION FEATURE EXTRACTION
‘ D FEATURE EXTW O‘ ANNOTATION

L______,______i
L_____________.J82

'?v'E—Nf7xfifisascr_'HIERACHY EXTRACTION

I AND CONSTRUCTION 836835
PHYSICAL LOGICAL

EVENT HIERACHV EVENT HIERACH‘!

PHYSICAL LOGICAL
OBJECT HIERACHY OBJECT HIERACHY

ORGANIZATION ORGANIZATION

l

l

ORGANIZATION ORGANIZATION I
I
I

STORAGEXML - DATABASE BINARYENCODER

860340 67‘
APP AT N

LIC I0 S FIG 8

 
Requester cites Qian as teaching this limitation at ‘col.2.'55 t0 c0138 and figure I.

For the reader’s convenience, figure I of Qian is reproduced below.
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Requester cites Courtney-NFL as disclosing this limitation in 2g. 616x col.2, figure

13 . 608 601.2 1 ure 1 .609 cols. I and2 and z ure 13. For the reader’s

convenience, figure 13 of Courtney-NPL is reproduced below.

Fig. 13. A high-level diagram of the AV! system.
 

 Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at . I66 col. 1 and z ure 4.

For the reader's convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

  
Figtifé‘d': ’fie’s'ituational ‘awiiitness, systém
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The examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection has a reasonable

likelihood of prevailing because the general application of the combination of Paek,

Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Olson to claims 22-28, as presented in the request and

claim charts, teaches away from the limitation of "detecting an object in a video from a

single camera" because the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-NPL is

ultimately being modified by the MM smart cameras of Olson’sfigLez/ thereby

resulting in a system/method for detecting an object in videos from M119. cameras

and not the claimed M camera. For at least this reason, requester has mt shown a

reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed. obviousness rejection

of claims 22-28 because the teaching of Olson, as presented in the request and claim

charts, teaches away from the claimed invention.
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CLAIM 29

For the reasons set forth below, the following issues have been determined to

have a reasonable likelihood of prevailing for the identified claims, and will be

addressed in the non-final action.

Issue (F): Claim 29 obvious over Shotton and Brill.

Issue (I): Claim 29 obvious over Courtney-EP and Brill.

(For the reasons set forth below, the following issues have been determined to

NOT have a reasonable likelihood of prevailing for the identified claims, and will NOT be

addressed in the non-final action.

Issue (C): Claim 29 obvious over Courtney-US and Olson.

Issue (G): Claim 29 obvious over Courtney-EP and Olson.

Issue (H): Claim 29 obvious over Courtney-NFL and Olson.

Issue (J): Claim 29 obvious over the Courtney-NPL and Brill.

Issue (K): Claim 29 obvious over Winter. Lipton, and Brill.

Issue (M): Claim 29 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-US, and Olson.

Issue (0): Claim 29 obvious over Paek, Qian, Shotton, and Brill.

Issue (P): Claim 29 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson.

Issue (Q): Claim 29 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Brill.

Issue (R): Claim 29 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Brill.

Issue (S): Claim 29 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Olson”.

Issue (C)

Requester proposed that claim 29 is obvious over the combination of Courtney-

US and Olson. The request and (claim charts allege that Courtney-US discloses
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limitations of claim 29 and Olson teaches limitations of claim 29. (request ggs. 33-38 and

claim charts Qgs. 68- 78)

Requester cites both Courtney-US and Olson for the single limitation of

"detecting first and second objects in a video from a single camera". (claim charts QgS.

M2) Since requester is citing Courtney-US and Olson for this single limitation, the

examiner considers the combination of Courtney-US and Olson, as presented in the

request and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester Cites Courtney-US col.3.'65 t0 col.4:6 col.5.'44-47 col. 429-31 and 

figures 1 and5 as disclosing this limitation. For the reader’s convenience, figure 1 of

Courtney-US is reproduced below.

I 9

MONITOR 
Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at 2g. I66, col. 1 and [zgure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

  
I-Tigdfé‘tti ’The”situational ’aszrehes‘ssysiEm
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The examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-US

and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of

the combination of Courtney-US and Olson to claim 29, as presented in the request

and claim charts, teaches away from the limitation of "detecting first and second objects

in a video from a We camera" because Courtney-US's camera 11 is being modified

by the W smart cameras of Olson’sfigm thereby resulting in a system/method

for detecting objects in videos from mpg cameras and not the claimed single

’ camera. For at least this reason, requester has m1 shown a reasonable likelihood of

prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection of claim 29 because the

teaching of Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, teaches away from the

claimed invention.

Issue (F)

Requester proposed that claim 29 is obvious over Shotton and Brill. The

examiner agrees that this obviousness rejection over Shotton and Brill has a

reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of the combination

of Shotton and Brill to claim 29 in the claim charts appears reasonable. The examiner

is able to discern that Brill is being cited for the limitations ofgl_aim_0 that are not

present in claims 1-7I 9-13, and 15-28, for which an anticipation rejection over Shotton

has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing. (request QgS. 43-51 and claim charts ggs. 179-198)

Therefore, requester has shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this

proposed obviousness rejection of claim 29.
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Issue (G)

Requester proposed that claim 29 is obvious over the combination of Courtney-

EP and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Courtney-EP discloses

limitations of claim 29 and Olson teaches limitations of claim 29. (request Qgs. 51-57 and

- claim charts ggs. 462-489)

As to the limitation of "detecting first and second objects in a video from a single

. camera", requester cites Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation and Olson as

teaching this limitation. (claim charts QgS. 462-467) Since requester is citing Courtney:

EP and Olson for this single limitation, the examiner considers the combination of

Courtney-EP and Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, is required to

meet this limitation.

Requester cites Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation in jlj [0002Z, [00172,

[0028i to [00342, and Zigyre 2. For the reader’s convenience,M of Courtney-EP is

reproduced below.

 
Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at 2g. 166, col. 1 and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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As such, the examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection over

Courtney-EP and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general

application of the combination of Courtney-EP and Olson to claim 29, as presented in

the request and claim charts, teaches away from the limitation of "detecting first and

second objects in a video from a single camera" because Courtney-EP is being

modified by the multiple smart cameras of Olson’sfigulfi thereby resulting in a

system/method for detecting objects in videos from m_u|t_ip_l_e cameras and not the

claimed si_ng|_e camera. For at least this reason, requester has n_ot shown a reasonable

likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection of claim 29

because the teaching of Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, teaches

away from the claimed invention.

Issue (H)

Requester proposed that claim 29 is obvious over the combination of Courtney-

NPL and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Courtney-NFL discloses

limitations of claim 29 and Olson teaches limitations of claim 29. (request QgS. 63-64 and

claim charts ggs. 1259-12 77)
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As to the limitation of "detecting first and second objects in a video from a single

camera", requester cites Courtney-NPL as disclosing this limitation and Olson as

teaching this limitation. (claim charts QgS. 1259-1261) Since requester is citing Courtney-

NPL and Olson for this single limitation, the examiner considers the combination of

Courtney-NPL and Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, is required to

meet this limitation.

Requester cites Courtney-NPL as disclosing this limitation in Qg. 616, col. 2, figure

13 t. 608 col.2 z ures1-2 . 609 cols. IandZ and 1 we 13. For the reader’s '

convenience, figure 13 Of Courtney-NPL is reproduced below.

Fig. 13. A high-level diagram of the AV! system.
 
Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at . 166 col. 1 and 1 ure 4. 

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

  
figuE4E'The‘situatipnal’awni'e’ness sysiém

As such, the examiner does ggt agree that this obviousness rejection over

Courtney-NPL and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the

Canon EX. 1009 Page 127 of 183



Canon Ex. 1009 Page 128 of 183

Control Number: 95/001,914 - Page 126

Art Unit: 3992

general application of the combination of Courtney-NPL and Olson to claim 29. as

presented in the request and claim charts, teaches away from the limitation "detecting

first and second objects in a video from a single camera" because Courtney-NPL's

camera is being modified by the multiple smart cameras of Olson’s figure 4 thereby
 

resulting in a System/method for detecting objects in videos frommcameras and

not the claimed si_ng|_e camera. For at least this reason, requester has n_ot shown a

reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection

of claim 29 because'the teaching of Olson, as presented in the request and claim.

charts, teaches away from the claimed invention.

Issue I

Requester proposed that claim 29 is obvious over Courtney-EP and Brill. The

examiner agrees that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-EP and Brill has a

reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of Courtney-EP to

claim 29 in the claim charts appears reasonable (request Qgs. 62-63 and claim charts Qgs.

1021-1048) Also, the examiner is able to discern that this disclosure of Courtney-EP

combined with Brill is reasonably likely to prevail becausefigfll of Courtney-EP and

Brill disclose identical systems for which the methods employed by the respective

systems are likely to be obvious over one another. Therefore, requester has shown a

reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection

of claim 29.

Canon EX. 1009 Page 128 of 183



Canon Ex. 1009 Page 129 of 183

Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 127

Art Unit: 3992

Issue (J)

Requester proposed that claim 29 is obvious over Courtney-NFL and Brill. The

request and claim charts allege that Courtney-NPL discloses limitations of claim 29

and Brill teach‘es limitations of claim 29. (request Qgs. 5 7-62 and claim charts Qgs. 728-750)

I Requester cites both Courtney-NPL and Brill for the single limitation of “wherein

the plurality of attributes that are detected are independent of which event is identified'.

(claim charts Qgs. 743-746) Since requester is citing Courtney-NFL and Brill for this

single limitation, the examiner considers the combination of Courtney-NPL and Brill, as

presented in the request and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

. 610: 001.1 . 612.'cols.1- 2Requester cites Courtney-NPL . 614:col.2 t0    

615.‘cols.1-2, and figure 5 as disclosing this limitation and requester cites Brill col.1:43-48
 

col.3.'24-27 601.3:41—49 col.4.'27-30 as teaching this claim limitation.
 

However, the motion segmentation, object tracking, hypothetical sequence of 1-D

frames, motion analysis stage, V-object indexing, depositor, and remover as disclosed

by Courtney-NPL and modified by Brill’s teaching of a “surveillance system

programmed to generate an alarm upon occurrence of a complex event made up of a

series of simple events" does not disclose or suggest "wherein the plurality of attributes

that are detected are independent of which event is identified”. For at least this reason,

the examiner does flgt agree that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-NFL and

Brill has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing.
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Issue (K)

Requester proposed that claim 29 is obvious over the combination of Winter,

Lipton, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claim 29, Requester provides a detailed

application of the combination of Winter, Lipton, and Brill to claim 29 in the request

(Qgs. 65-73) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 1511-1536)

Requester cites Winter and Brill for the single limitation of “wherein the plurality

of attributes that are detected are independent of which event is identified”. (claim charts

QgS. 1530-1531) Since requester is citing Winter and Brill for this single limitation, the

examiner considers the combination of Winter and Brill, as presented in the request

and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Winter col.3:23-32 and col. 7356-64 as disclosing this limitation.

For the reader’s convenience, these portions of Winter are reproduced below.

 
 

  
  
  
  

  

 

 According to still a further aspect of the invention, there

is provided apparatus for analyzing video data, including a
source of video data and a device for analyzing the video

data provided by the source of video data to detect a first
predetermined characteristic of the video data by performing
a first predetermined analysis algorithm, and for performing
a second predetermined analysis algorithm to detect a sec-

ond predetermined characteristic of the video data when the
analysis device detects the first predetermined characteristic.

 
 

  

  
  
  
  
 
  

dilferent characteristics 0t an incoming video stream. [t is
determined at step 2348 whether a first characteristic is

present in an incoming stream of video images, by applica-
tion of a first image analysis algorithm. If at step 2348 it is
determined that the predetermined characteristic has been 60
detected by the first analysis algorithm. then step 2350
follows, at which it is determined whether a second prede-
termined characreristic has been detected in the same incom-

ing video stream using a second analysis algorithm. If so,
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Requester cites Brill col.1:43-48 col.3:24-27, 001.3341-‘49, and col.4:27-3Q as

teaching this limitation. For the reader’s convenience, these portions of Brill are

reproduced below.

  
  
  

 

 Given a system which detects simple events, one can
easily create a user interface that enables someone to define

a complex event by constmcting a list of sub-events. After 45
one or more complex events have been defined, the sub-
events of complex events defined later can be complex
events themselves. As an alternative user interface, complex 

  
  

 
 

 

  
  
  

  

  

 

  
  
  

The basic system performs three data processing steps for
every image of a video sequence to recognize events. The
three steps are detecting objects, tracking objects, and ana-
lyzing the motion graph. 

 Finally, to recognize events, the system analyzes the
motion graph. The preferred, embodiment of the system
recognizes the- following vocabulary of events: ENTER,
EXIT, REST. MOVE, DEPOSIT. REMOVE, LIGHTS-ON

and LIGHTS-OUT. These events are examples of the most 45
common in an office environment where the main interac-

tion is between people and smaller stationary objects. Other
examples would be applicable to monitoring outdoors, such
as a parking lot. 

 In the present invention the surveillance system can be
programmed to only generate an alarm upon the occurrence
of a complex event made up of a series of simple events.
Returning to the THEFT example. a better system would

 
30

As evidenced by the above disclosures, the combination of Winter and Brill

does not teach or make obvious “wherein the plurality of attributes that are detected are

independent of which event is identified” because the three data processing steps 'of

Brill's basic system for processing images of a video sequence to recognize events are

not disclosed as independent of ENTER, EXIT, REST, MOVE, DEPOSIT, REMOVE,

LIGHTS-ON, and LIGHT—OUT. As such, for at least this reason, Requester has n_ot
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shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness

rejection.

Issue 1M1

Requester proposed that claim 29 is obvious over the combination of Paek,

Qian, Courtney-US, and Olson. For this proposed rejection, requester provides a

detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-US, and Olson to

claim‘29 in the request (Qgs. 79-81) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 1758-1782)

As to the limitation of "detecting first and second objects in a video from a single

camera", requester cites Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US as disclosing this limitation and

Olson as teaching this limitation. (claim charts QgS. 1758-1761) Since requester is citing

Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US and Olson for this single limitation, the examiner I

considers the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US and Olson, as presented

in the request and claim charts, is required to- meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.1 7:26-61 and figure 8. For

the reader's convenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.
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Page 131

Requester cites Qian as teaching this limitation at col.2:55 t0 col.3:8 and figure 1.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 1 of Qian is reproduced below.

 
Requester cites Courtney-US as disclosing this limitation in col.3:65-col.4.-6

 

col.4:29-31, figures 1 and 5. For the reader’s convenience, figure I of Courtney-US is

reproduced below.
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I] 79

MONHOR 
Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at pg. 166, col. 1 and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figyre 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

-- _"_-,:'".i‘«"’€’"zzr~ 2 - 7.
_SmanCarnera’1'- ‘ -'

Figtii’e‘et: 'The‘situatidnal 'awiire"ness, systém

 
As such, the examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection over Paek,

Qian, Courtney-US, and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the

general application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-US, and Olson to

claim 29, as presented in the request and claim charts, teaches away from the

limitation of "detecting first and second objects in a video from a single camera"

because Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US is ultimately modified by Olson's multiple-smart

cameras offigw thereby resulting in a system/method for detecting objects in videos

from Mole cameras and not the claimed 53% camera. As such, requester has n_ot

shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness

Canon EX. 1009 Page 134 of 183



Canon Ex. 1009 Page 135 of 183

Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 133

Art Unit: 3992 '

rejection for at least the reason that the teaching of Olson, as presented in the request

and claim charts, teaches away from the claimed invention.

Issue (01

Requester proposed that claim 29 is obvious over the combination of Paek;

Qian, Shotton, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claim 29, Requester provides a

detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Shotton, and Brill to claim 29 in

the request (Qgs. 82-84) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 2031-2067)

‘2: As to the limitation of "after detecting the plurality of attributes, identifying an

event that is not one of the detected attributes of the first and second objects by

applying the new user rule to the plurality of detected attributes", requester cites Paek

as disclosing this limitation and Qian, Shotton, and Brill as teaching this limitation.

(claim charts Qgs. 2049—205 7) Since requester is citing Paek, Qian, Shotton, and Brill for

this single limitation, the examiner considers the combination of Paek, Qian, Shotton,

and Brill, as presented in the request and claim charts, is required to meet this

limitation.

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.17:26-61 and figure 8. For

the reader's convenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.
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Requester cites Qian as teaching this limitation at col. 2:55 to col.3.-8 and figure 1.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 1 of Qian is reproduced below.

 
Requester cites Shotton section 3 and column 3 as teaching this limitation. For the

reader’s convenience, figure 1 of Shotton, which models how the specific intrinsic'

metadata data of the video content is stored, is reproduced below.
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Figure 1_. Metadata E-R model

Requester cites Brill col.4:27-36 col.4:61 t0 col.5:28 z

 
col. 8:36-58, and figure 3 as teaching this limitation. For the reader’s convenience, figure 3

of Brill is reproduced below.

 
First, Paek's event and 0b 'ect hierarch extraction and construction #830 identifies the 

event by the detected attributes 0 ob ‘ect extraction and eature extraction #826. 
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Consequently, Paek does not disclose the claimed ‘identifying an event that is n_ot one

of the detected attributes'.

Second, Qian discloses detected events #22 that are a result of texture/color analysis

gm, motion estimation #8, and shot detection #6. As such, Qian does not suggest the

claimed ‘identifying an event that is n_ot one of the detected attributes'.

Third, Shotton’s metadata model is disclosed as registering “special happenings

in the scenes (events) that can involve characters, and stores specific parameters

defining the who, where, when....happened to whom in these events". (col.3, 1st 1] under

figur_e1) In addition, Shotton’sfigLeI discloses that the identified event takes asan

input the derived attributes. As such, Shotton does not disclose or suggest identifying

an event that is not one of the detected attributes, as is claimed.

Fourth, Brill discloses detecting a series ozsimgle events #302, such as REMOVE

and EXIT, to detect a comglex event #309, such as THEFT. (see 11g. 3 and 601.4.‘30-35) As

_ such, Brill discloses the complex event is detected as a function of detected simple

events REMOVE and EXlT. Therefore, Brill does not disclose or suggest identifying an

event that is not one of the detected attributes, as claimed.

For the reasons set forth above, the examiner does mt agree that this

obviousness rejection over Paek, Qian, and Shotton has a reasonable likelihood of

. prevailing because the general application of the combination of Paek, Qian, and

Shotton to claim 29, as presented in the request and claim charts, does not disclose or

make obvious "after detecting the plurality of attributes, identifying an event that is 'not

one of the detected attributes of the first and second objects by applying the new user
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rule to the plurality of detected attributes" in combination with the other limitations of the

claims.

Issue (P1

Requester proposed that claim 29 is obvious over the combination of Paek,

Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Paek

discloses limitations of claim 29 and Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson teaches

limitations of claim 29. (request Qgs. 84-85 and claim charts Qgs. 2491-2538)

As to the limitation of "detecting first and second objects in a video from a single

camera", requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation and Qian, Oourtney-EP, and

Olson as teaching this limitation. (claim charts Q gs. 2491-2259) Since requester is citing

Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson for this single limitation, the examiner considers

the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson, as presented in the request

and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at call 7:26-61 and figure 8. For

the reader's convenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.
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Requester cites Qian as teaching this limitation at col.2:55 to col.3:8 and figure 1.

For the reader’s convenience, Zigyre 1 of Qian is reproduced below.

 
RequeSter cites Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation in ijOOOZL [0017Z,

[00282 to [0034. and figyre 2. For the reader's convenience, figure 2 of Courtney-EP is

reproduced below.

Canon EX. 1009 Page 140 of 183



Canon Ex. 1009 Page 141 of 183

Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 139

Art Unit: 3992

 
Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at 2g. 166, col. 1 and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

114% 1 1:1:- 1 . -
25min cal—{night -- ' -

shamanism
- abirdféeoynfiqn
 

1511ng43‘Tite‘r'siiluat16nal ’awiire'n'ess systcm

The examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection has a reasonable

likelihood of prevailing because the general application of the combination of Paek,

Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson to claim 29 in the request and claim charts teaches

away from the limitation of "detecting first and second objects in a video from a siggfi

camera" because the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-EP is ultimately being

modified by the Wsmart cameras of Olson’sfigm thereby resulting in a

system/method for detecting objects in videos from We cameras and not the .

claimed §i_ngl_e camera. For at least this reason, requester has no_t shown a reasonable

likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection of claim 29
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because the teaching of Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, teaches

away from the claimed invention.

Issue (Ql

Requester proposed that claim 29 is obvious over the combination of Paek,

Qian, Courtney-EP, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claim 29, Requester

provides a detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and

Brill to claim 29 in the request (Qgs. 87-88) and the claim'charts. (QgS. 3391-3439)

As to the limitation of "after detecting the plurality of attributes, identifying an

event that is not one of the detected attributes of the first and second objects by

applying the new user rule to the plurality of detected attributes", requester cites Paek

as disclosing this limitation and Qian, Courtney-EP, and Brill as teaching this

limitation. (claim charts Qgs. 3418-3426) Since requester is citing Paek, Qian, Courtney-

EP, and Brill for this single limitation, the examiner considers the combination of Paek,

Qian, Courtney-EP, and Brill, as presented in the request and claim charts, is required

to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.17.'26-61 and figure 8. For

the reader's convenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.

Canon EX. 1009 Page 142 of 183



Canon Ex. 1009 Page 143 of 183

Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 141

Art Unit: 3992

I EVEFANO '—.-
IOBJECT EXTRACTIONTEMPORAL SEGMENTATION 825VIDEO

626 '______4_______' oz?
OBJECT EXTRACTION FEATURE EXTRACTION

. D FEATLRE EX " I I ANNOTATION

IEVENT AND OBJECTHIERACHY EXTRACTION l

IAND CONSTRUCTION835 lI
PHYSICAL ' LOGICAL

EVENT HIERACHY l EVENT HIERACHYORGANIZATION ORGANIZATION

836

PHYSICAL LOGICAL
OBJECT HIERACHY OBJECT HIERACHY

ORGANIZATION ORGANIZATION

XML I DATABASEENCODER STORAGE

840 571
APPLICATIONS

850

 
Requester cites Qian as teaching this limitation at col.2:55 t0 col.3:8 and figure 1.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 1 of Qian is reproduced below.

VIDEO SEQUENCE?

 
Requester cites Courtney-El3 11100692 to [00712, [00902 and tigyre 9 as teaching

this limitation. For the reader’s convenience, figure 9 of Courtney-EP is reproduced

below.
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Requester cites Brill col.4':27-

col.8:36-58, and figure 3 as teaching this limitation. For the reader’s convenience, figure 3 .

of Brill is reproduced below.

 
First, Paek’s event and ob 'ect hierarch extraction and construction #830 identifies the 

 event by the detect attributes 0 ob 'ect extraction and eature extraction #826.
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Consequently, Paek does not disclose the claimed ‘identifying an event that is n_ot one

of the detected attributes'.

Second, Qian discloses detected events #22 that are a result of texture/color analysis

fig, motion estimation #8, and shot detection #6. As such, Qian does not suggest the

claimed ‘identifying an event that is n_ot one of the detected attributes'.

Third, Courtney-EP discloses events such as enter exit, loiter, deposit, rest, and
 

lights out ofM such as person, box, briefcase, notebook, monitor, object, and

unknown but does not disclose or suggest the claimed attributes. As such, Courtney-

EP does not disclose or suggest identifying an event that is not one of the detected

attributes, as is claimed.

Fourth, Brill discloses detecting a series at silee events #302, such as REMOVE

and EXIT, to detect a complex event #309, such as THEFT. (see 11g. 3 and col.4.'30-35) AS

such, Brill discloses the complex event is detected as a function of detected simple

events REMOVE and EXIT. Therefore, Brill does not disclose or suggest identifying an

event that is not one of the detected attributes, as claimed.

For the reasons set forth above, the examiner does mt agree that this

obviousness rejection over the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Brill has

a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of this combination

as to claim 29, as presented in the request and claim charts, does not disclose or make

obvious "after detecting the plurality of attributes, identifying an event that is not one of

the detected attributes of the first and second objects by applying the new user rule to

the plurality of detected attributes".
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Issue (Rl

Requester proposed that claim 29 is obvious over the combination of Paek,

Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claim 29, Requester

provides a detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-NFL, and

Brill to claim 29 in the request (Qgs. 85-86) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 2919-2958)

As to the limitation of "after detecting the plurality of attributes, identifying an

event that is not one of the detected attributes of the first and second objects by

applying the new user rule to the plurality ofdetected attributes", requester cites Paek

as disclosing this limitation and Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Brill as teaching this

limitation. (claim charts ggs. 2938-2946) Since requester is citing Paek, Qian, Courtney-

NPL, and Brill for this single limitation, the examiner considers the combination of

Paek, Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Brill, as presented in the request and claim charts, is

required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.17:26-61 and figure 8. For

the reader's convenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.
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Requester cites Qian as teaching this limitation at col.2:55 to col.3.-8 and Zigyre 1.

For the reader’s convenience, tigyre 1 of Qian is reproduced below.

 
TBCI'U'RE I LOR

ANALYSIS
L_____' 

Requester cites Courtney-NFL 2g. 618, cols. 1-2 as teaching this limitation. For

the reader’s convenience, figure 16 of Courtney-NPL is reproduced below.
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Fig. 16. Graphical depiction of the query Y = ((4, T, V,R, 5) applied to Fig. 12.

 

  
 Requester Cites Brill col.4.‘27-36 col.4:61 to 001.528 1

col.8.-36-58, and figure 3 as teaching this limitation. For the reader's convenience, figure 3

of Brill is reproduced below.

 
First, Paek’s event and 0b 'ect hierarch extraction and construction #830 identifies the 

 event by the detected attributes 0 ob 'ect extraction and eature extraction #826.

Consequently, Paek does not disclose the claimed ‘identifying an event that is n_ot one

of the detected attributes'.
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Second, Qian discloses detected events #22 that are a result of texture/color analysis

fig, motion estimation #8, and shot detection #6. As such, Qian does not suggest the

claimed ‘identifying an event that is fl0_t one of the detected attributes'.

Third, Courtney-NPL's query Y=(6, T, V, R, E), where 6 is the video clip, T

specifies a time interval in the clip, V is a V-object within the clip, R a spatial region in

the field of view, and E an object-motion event. (2g. 618 col.1, 3’dj) The query engine

processes Y by finding all the video subsequences in 6 that satisfy T, V, R, and E.-(gg._

618, wt], 2ndj)As such, Courtney-NPL does not disclose or suggest identifying an

event, such as the disclosed ‘find any occurrence of this object being removed from this

region of the scene between 8am and 9am’ that is not one of the detected attributes, as

claimed, because the event is determined as a function of T, V, R, and E.

Fourth, Brill discloses detecting a series ozsimgle events #302, such as REMOVE

and EXIT, to detect a complex event #309, such as THEFT. (see 11g. 3 and col. 4:30-35) As

such, Brill discloses the complex event is detected as a function of detected simple

events REMOVE and EXlT. Therefore, Brill does not disclose or suggest identifying an

event that is not one of the detected attributes, as claimed.

For the reasons set forth above, the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL,

and Brill, as presented in the request and the claim charts, do not disclose or make

obvious "after detecting the plurality of attributes, identifying an event that is not one of

the detected attributes of the first and second objects by applying the new user rule to

the plurality of detected attributes" in combination with the other features of the claims.
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Consequently, requester has n_ot shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with

respect to this proposed obviousness rejection.

Issue (S)

Requester proposed that claim 29 is obvious over the combination of Paek,

Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Paek

discloses limitations of claim 29 and Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Olson teaches

limitations of claim 29. (request Qgs. 88-89 and claim charts Qgs. 3788-3821)

As to the limitation of "detecting first and second objects in a video from a single

camera", Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation and Qian, Courtney-NFL,

and Olson as teaching this limitation. (claim charts QgS. 3788-3791) Since requester is

citing Paek, Courtney-NPL, and Olson for this singlelimitation, the examiner considers

the combination of Paek, Courtney-NFL, and Olson, as presented in the request and

claim charts, is required to meet the. limitation of "detecting first and second objects in a

video from a single camera".

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.17:26-61 and I re 8. For

the reader's convenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.
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Requester cites Qian as teaching this limitation at col.2:55 t0 col.3.'8 and figure I.

For the reader’s convenience, figure I of Qian is reproduced below.

 
Requester cites Courtney-NPL as disclosing this limitation in Qg. 616, col.2, (igyre

13 . 608 col.2 1 ure] . 609 cols. I and2 and 1 ure 13. For the reader’s

convenience, figure 13 of Courtney-NPL is reproduced below.
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Fig. 13. A high-level diagram of the AW system.
 
Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at . 166 col. 1 and 1 ure 4. 

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

- “new”
N

Figlir’é‘hl: 'The'siruntip'nal 'awiireness, system

 
The examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection Paek, Qian,

Courtney-NFL, and Olson over has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the

general application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Olson to

claim 29 in the request and claim charts teaches away from the limitation of "detecting

first and second objects in a video from a single camera" because the combination of

Paek, Qian, and Courtney-NPL is ultimately being modified by the MQIQ smart

cameras of Olson'sfigflfi thereby resulting in a system/method for detecting objects

in videos from Mp3 cameras and not the claimed si_ngl_e camera. For at least this

reason, requester has n_ot shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to

this proposed obviousness rejection of claim 29 because the teaching of Olson, as

presented in the request and claim charts, teaches away from the claimed invention.
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CLAIMS 30-41

For the reasons set forth below, the following issues have been determined to

have a reasonable likelihood of prevailing for the identified claims, and will be

addressed in the non-final action.

Issue (F): Claims 30-41 obvious over Shotton and Brill.

issue (I): Claims 30-41 obvious over Courtney-EP and Brill.

For the reasons set forth below, the following issues have been determined'to

NOT have a reasonable likelihood of prevailing for the identified claims, and will NOT be

addressed in the non-final action.

Issue (C): Claims 30-41 obvious over Courtney-US and Olson.

Issue (G): Claims 30-41 obvious over Courtney-EP and Olson.

lssue (H): Claims 30-41 obvious over Courtney-NPL and Olson.

Issue (J): Claims 30-41 obvious over the Courtney-NPL and Brill.

Issue (K): Claims 30-41 obvious over Winter, Lipton, and Brill.

Issue (M): Claims 30-41 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-US, and Olson.

Issue (0): Claims 30-41 obvious over Paek, Qian, Shotton, and Brill.

Issue (P): Claims 30-41 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson.

Issue (Q): Claims 30-41 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Brill.

lssue (R): Claims 30-41 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Brill.

Issue (S): Claims 30-41 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Olson.

Issue (C)

Requester proposed that claims 30-41 are obvious over the combination of

Courtney-US and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Courtney-US .
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discloses limitations of claims 30-41 and Olson teaches limitations of claims 30-41.

, (request Qgs. 33-38 and claim charts Qgs. 79-103)

. Requester cites both Courtney-US and Olson for the single limitation of "means

for detecting first and second objects in a video from a single camera". (claim charts Qgs.

M) Since requester is citing Courtney-US and Olson for this single limitation, the

examiner considers the combination of Courtney-US and Olson, as presented in the

request and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Courtney-US col.3:65 to col.4:6 col.5:44-4 7 601.4:29-31 and
 

figures 1 and 5 as disclosing this limitation. For the reader’s convenience, figure 1 of

Courtney-US is reproduced below.

79

MONITOR 
Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at 2g. 166, col. 1 and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

  
figfir’é‘é'z 'Tiie'sixuational’ayvh‘rehes‘ssysiém
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The examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-US

and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of

the combination of Courtney-US and Olson to claims 30-41, as presented in the

request and claim charts, teaches away from the limitation of "means for detecting. first

and second objects in a video from a single camera" because Courtney-US's camera 11

is being modified by the Male smart cameras of Olson’sM11 thereby resulting in

a system/method for detecting objects in videos from Mlle cameras and not the

claimed si_ng|_e camera. For at least this reason, requester has n_ot shown a reasonable

likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection of claims 30-

fl because the teaching of Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts,

teaches away from the claimed invention.

Issue (F)

Requester proposed that claims 30-41 are obvious over Shotton and Brill. The

examiner agrees that this obviousness rejection over Shotton and Brill has a

reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of the combination

of Shotton and Brill to claims 30-41 in the claim charts appears reasonable. (mg

Qgs. 43-51 and claim charts Qgs. 199-241) The examiner is able to discern that Brill is

being cited for the limitations of claim 1-7, 9-13, and 15-28 that are not present in

claims 1-7I 9-13I and 15-28, for which an anticipation rejection over Shotton has a

reasonable likelihood of prevailing. (request Qgs. 43-51 and claim charts Qgs. 199-41) '

Therefore, requester has shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this ‘

proposed obviousness rejection of claims 30-41.
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lssue G

Requester proposed that claims 30-41 are obvious over the combination of

Courtney-EP and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Courtney-EP

discloses limitations of claims 30-41 and Olson teaches limitations of claims 30-41.

(request Qgs. 51-5 7 and claim charts Qgs. 490-54 7)

As to the limitation of "means for detecting first and second objects in a video

from a single camera", requester cites Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation and

Olson as teaching this limitation. (claim charts QgS. 490—495) Since requester is citing

Courtney-EP and Olson for this single limitation, the examiner considers the

combination of Courtney-EP and Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts,

is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation in 1110002Z, [00172,

[00282 to [00342, and zzjgyre 2. For the reader’s convenience, figure 2 of Courtney-EP is

reproduced below.

 
Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at Qg. 166, col. 1 and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, Zigyre 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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The examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-EP

and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of

the combination of Courtney-EP and Olson to claims 30-41, as presented in the

request and claim charts, teaches away from the limitation of "means for detecting first

and second objects in a video from a single camera" because Courtney-EP is being

modified by the multiple smart cameras of Olson’s figLezI thereby resulting in a

system/method for detecting objects in videos from Mpg cameras and not the

claimed 53% camera. l:or at least this reason, requester has n_ot shown a reasonable

likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection of claims 30-

fl because the teaching of Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts,

teaches away ’from the claimed invention.

Issue (H1

Requester proposed that claims 30-41 are obvious over the combination of

Courtney-NFL and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Courtney-NFL

discloses limitations of claims 30-41 and Olson teaches limitations of claims 30-41.

(request Qgs. 63-64 and claim charts ggs. 1278-1314)
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As to the limitation of "means for detecting first and second objects in a video

from a single camera", requester cites Courtney-NFL as disclosing this limitation and

Olson as teaching this limitation. (claim charts Qgs. 1278-1280) Since requester is citing

Courtney-NFL and Olson for this single limitation, the examiner considers the

combination of Courtney-NFL and Olson, as presented in the request and claim

charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Courtney-NPL as disclosing this limitation in 2g. 616, col.2, figure

13 . 608 (201.2 1 ures1-2 . 609 cols. Iand2 and z ure 13. For the reader’s 

convenience, figure 13 of Courtney-NFL is reproduced below.

Fig. 13. A high-level diagram of the AV! system.
 

‘ Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at . 166 col. 1 and z ure 4. 

For the reader’s convenience, figyre 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

. 10 N j
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The examiner does n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-NFL

and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of
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the combination of Courtney-NFL and Olson to claims 30-41, as presented in the

request and claim charts, teaches away from the limitation "means for detecting first and

second objects in a video from a single camera" because Courtney-NPL’sw is

being modified by the multiple smart cameras of Olson’sfigfli thereby resulting 'in a

system/method for detecting objects in videos from mLItipl_e cameras and not the

claimed ml; camera. For at least this reason, requester has mt shown a reasonable

likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection of claims 30-

fl because the teaching of Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, .

teaches away from the claimed invention.

Issue I

Requester proposed that claims 30-41 are obvious over Courtney-EP and Brill.

The examiner agrees that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-EP and Brill has a

reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of Courtney-EP to

claims 30-41 in the claim charts appears reasonable. (request Qgs. 62-63 and claim charts

Qgs. 1049-1107) Also, the examiner is able to discern that this disclosure of Courtney-EP

combined with Brill is reasonably likely to prevail becausefigm of Courtney-EP and.

Brill disclose identical systems for which the methods employed by the respective

systems are likely to be obvious over one another. Therefore, requester has shown a

reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection

of claims 30-41.
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Issue (J)

Requester proposed that claims 30-41" are obvious over Courtney-NFL and

Brill. The request and claim charts allege that Courtney-NFL discloses limitations of

claims 30-41 and Brill teaches limitations of claims 30-41. (request Qgs. 57-62 and claim

charts Qgs. 751-795)

Requester cites both Courtney-NFL and Brill for the single limitation of "means

for identifyingthe event independent of when the attributes are stored in memory, the

event not being one of the detected attributes”. (claim charts Qgs. 763-766) Since

requester is citing both Courtney-NFL and Brill for this single limitation, the examiner

considers the combination of Courtney-NFL and Brill, as presented in the request and

claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Courtney-NFL . 610: col.1 . 612:cols.1- 2 . 614:c01.2 t0  

 
615:cols.I-2, and figure 5 as disclosing this limitation and requester cites Brill 601.1:43-48

col.3:24-27 col.3:41-49 col.4.'27-30 as teaching this claim limitation.
 

However, the motion segmentation, object tracking, hypothetical sequence of 1-D

frames, motion analysis stage, V-object indexing, depositor, and remover as disclosed

by Courtney-NFL and modified by Brill’s teaching of a “surveillance system

programmed to generate an alarm upon occurrence of a complex event made up of a

series of simple events" does not disclose or suggest that these stages of Courtney-

NPL are independent of the identified complex event made up of simple events. For at

least this reason, the examiner does _n_ot agree that this obviousness rejection over

Courtney-NFL and Brill has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing.
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Issue (K)

Requester proposed that claims 30-41 are obvious over the combination of

Winter, Lipton, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claims 30-41, Requester

provides a detailed application of the combination of Winter, Lipton, and Brill to claims

30-41 in the request (Qgs. 65-73) and the claim charts. (Qgs. 1537-1586)

Requester cites Winter and Brill for the single limitation of “means for identifying

the event independent of when the attributes are stored in memory, the event not being

one of the detected attributes”. (claim charts Qgs. 1554-1555) Since requester is citing

Winter and Brill for this single limitation, the examiner considers the combination of

Winter and Brill, as presented in the request and claim charts, is required to meet this

limitation.

RequeSter cites Winter col.3:23-32 and col. 73:56-64 as disclosing this limitation.

For the reader’s convenience, these portions of Winter are reproduced below.

  
 

  

  
  

 
 According to still a further aspect of the invention, there

is provided apparatus for analyzing video data, including a
source of video data and a device for analyzing the video

data provided by the source of video data to detect a first
predetermined characteristic of the video data by performing
a first predetermined analysis algorithm, and for performing

a second predetermined analysis algorithm to detect a sec-
ond predetermined characteristic of the video data when the
analysis device detects thefirst predetermined characteristic.

30

 

 difierent characteristics 0 an incoming Vldeo stream. It )5

determined at step 2348 whether a first characteristic is

present in an incoming stream of video images, by applica-
tion of a first image analysis algorithm. If at step 2348 it is
determined that the predetermined characteristic has been 60
detected by the first analysis algorithm. then step 2350
follows, at which it is determined whether a second prede-
termined characteristic has been detected in the same incom-

ing video stream using a second analysis algorithm. If 50,
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Requester cites Brill col.1:43-48 col.3:24-27 col.3.-41-49 and col.4.'27-30 as
 

teaching this limitation. For the reader’s convenience, these portions of Brill are

reproduced below.

Given a system which detects simple events, one can
easily create a user interface that enables someone to define
a complex event by constructing a list of sub-events. After
one or more complex events have been defined, the sub-

events of complex events defined later can be complex
events themselves. As an alternative user interface, complex
 
 The basic system performs three data processing steps for

every image of a video sequence to recognize events. The
three Steps are detecting objects, tracking objects, and ana-
lyzing the motion graph.

  
  

 
 

 

  
  
  

  

  

 

 

 Finally, to recognize events, the system analyzes the

motion graph. The preferred, embodiment of the system
recognizes the following vocabulary of events: ENTER,
EXIT, REST, MOVE, DEPOSIT, REMOVE, LIGHTS-0N

and LIGHTS-OUT. These events are examples of the most 5
common in an ofice environment where the main interac-

tion is between people and smaller stationary objects. Other
examples would be applicable to monitoring outdoors, such
as a parking lot. 

  
  
  

In the present invention the surveillance system can be

programmed to only generate an alarm upon the occurrence
of a complex event made up of a series of simple events.

30 Returning to the THEFT example, a better system would

As evidenced by the above disclosures, the combination of Winter and Brill

does not teach or make obvious “means for identifying the event independent of when

the attributes are stored in memory, the event not being one of the detected attributes’

because the three data processing steps of Brill's basic system for processing images

of a video sequence to recognize events are not disclosed as independent of ENTER,

EXIT, REST, MOVE, DEPOSIT, REMOVE, LIGHTS-ON, and LIGHT—OUT. As such,

Canon EX. 1009 Page 162 of 183



Canon Ex. 1009 Page 163 of 183

Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 161

Art Unit: 3992

for at least this reason, Requester has not shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing

with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection.

Issue (M)

Requester proposed that claims 30-41 are obvious over the combination of

Paek, Qian, Courtney-US, and Olson. For the proposed rejection of claim 29,

Requester provides a detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-

US, and Olson to claims 30-41 in the request (Qgs. 79-81) and the claim charts. (pg;

1783-1836)

As to the limitation of "means for detecting first and second objects in a video

from a single camera", Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at and Qian,

Courtney-US, and Olson as teaching this limitation. (ggs. 1783-1786) Since requester is

_ citing Paek, Qian, Courtney-US, and Olson for this single limitation, the examiner

considers the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-US, and Olson, as presented in

the request and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

As set forth above as to Issue (M)'s proposed rejection of c_|a_im§, the examiner

does [fl agree that this obviousness rejection over Paek, Qian, Courtney-US, and

Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of the

combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-US, and Olson to claims 30-41, as presented in

the request and claim charts teaches away from the limitation of "means for detecting

first and second objects in a video from a single camera" because the combination of

Paek, Qian, Courtney-US is ultimately modified by Olson's multiple smart cameras of

figure 4 thereby resulting in a system/method for detecting objects in videos from
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multiple cameras and not the claimed single camera. As such, requester has n_ot shown

a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection

of claims 30-41 for at least the reason that the teaching of Olson, as presented in the

request and claim charts, teaches away from the claimed invention.

Issue (01

Requester proposed that claims 30-41 is obvious over the combination of Paek,

Qian, Shotton, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claims 30-41, Requester

provides a detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Shotton, and Brill to

claims 30-41 in the request (Qgs. 82-84) and the claim charts. (QgS. 2068-2138)

As to the limitation of "means for identifying an event independent of when the

attributes are stored in memory, the event not being one of the detected attributes",

requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation and Qian, Shotton, and Brill as

teaching this limitation. (claim charts QgS. 2090-2094) Since requester is citing Paek,

Qian, Shotton, and Brill for this single limitation, the examiner considers the

combination of Paek, Qian, Shotton, and Brill, as presented in the request and claim

charts,is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.1 7:26-61 and figure 8. For

the reader's convenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.
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Requester cites Qian as teaching this limitation at col.2:55 to col.3.-8 and figure 1.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 1 of Qian is reproduced below.

 
Requester cites Shotton section 3 and column 3 as teaching this limitation. For the

reader’s convenience, Zigyre 1 of Shotton, which models how the specific intrinsic

metadata data of the video content is stored, is reproduced below.
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 Requester cites Brill

col.8:36-58, and figure 3 as teaching this limitation. For the reader’s convenience, figure 3

of Brill is reproduced below.

 
First, Paek’s event and ob ‘ect hierarch extraction and construction #830 identifies the 

event by the detected attributes 0 ob 'ect extraction and eature extraction #826. 
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Consequently, Paek does not disclose the claimed ‘identifying an event that is n_ot one

of the detected attributes'.

Second, Qian discloses detected events #22 that are a result of texture/color analysis

fl, motion estimation #8, and shot detection #6. As such, Qian does not suggest the

claimed ‘identifying an event that is not one of the detected attributes'.

Third, Shotton’s metadata model is disclosed as registering “specialhappenings

in the scenes (events) that can involve characters, and stores specific parameters

defining the who, where, when....happened to whom in these events”. (col.3, 1sth under

figye_1) In addition, Shotton’sM1 discloses that the identified event takes as an

input the derived attributes. As such, 'Shotton does not disclose or suggest identifying

an event that is not one of the detected attributes, as is claimed.

Fourth, Brill discloses detecting a series OZsilee events #302, such as REMOVE

and EXIT, to detect a comglex event #309, such as THEFT. (see (lg. 3 and col.4:30-35) As

such, Brill discloses the complex event is detected as a function of detected simple

events REMOVE and EXIT.‘ Therefore, Brill does not disclose or suggest identifying an

event that is not one of the detected attributes, as claimed.

For the reasons set forth above, the examiner does fl! agree that this

obviousness rejection over Paek, Qian, Shotton, and Brill has a reasOnable likelihood

of prevailing because the general application of the combination of Paek, Qian,

Shotton, and Brill to claims 30-41, as presented in the request and claim charts, does

not disclose or make obvious "means for identifying an event independent of when the
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attributes are stored in memory, the event not being one of the detected attributes" in

combination with the other limitations of the claims.

Issue (Pl

Requester proposed that claims 30-41 are obvious over the combination of

Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Paek

discloses limitations of claims 30-41 and Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson teaches

limitations of claims 30-41. (request Qgs. 84-85 and claim charts Qgs. 2539-2627)

As to the limitation of “means for detecting first and second objects in a video

' from a single camera", requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation and Qian,

Courtney-EP, and Olson as teaching this limitation. (claim charts QgS. 2539-2547) Since

requester is citing Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson for this single limitation, the

examiner considers the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson, as

presented in the request and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.17:26-61 and figure 8: For

the reader's convenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.
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Requester cites Qian as teaching this limitation at col.2:55 t0 col.3:8 and tigyre I.

For the reader’s convenience, figure I of Qian is reproduced below.

mmmz / Gown MOTION ESTIMATIONANALYSIS 
Requester cites Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation in jlj [0002Z, [0017Z,

[0028Z to [0034, and figyre 2. For the reader‘s convenience, figure 2 of Courtney-EP is

reproduced below.
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Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at 2g. 166, col. 1 and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

Figtffi‘lf: 'Thcfiimalional 'awhi'éiiess system

 
The examiner does mt agree that this obviousness has a reasonable likelihood

of prevailing because the general application of the combination of Paek, Qian,

Courtney-EP, and Olson to claims 30-41 in the request and claim charts teaches

away from the “means for detecting first and second objects in a video from a single

camera" because the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-EP is ultimately being

modified by the Wsmart cameras of Olson’sfigmi thereby resulting in a

system/method for detecting objects videos from W cameras and not the claimed

single camera. For at least this reason, requester has n_ot shown a reasonable

likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection of claims 30-
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it because the teaching of Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts,

teaches away from the claimed invention.

Issue (Q)

Requester proposed that claims 30-41 are obvious over the combination of

Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claims 30-41,

Requester provides a detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-

EP, and Brill to claims 30-41 in the request (Qgs. 87-88) and the claim charts. tags. 3440-

M)

As to the limitation “means for identifying an event of the first object interacting

with the second object by applying a new selected user rule to the plurality of attributes

stored in memory”, requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation and Courtney-EP,

Qian, Brill as teaching this limitation. (claim charts Qgs. 3465-3473) Since requester is

citing Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Brill for this single limitation, the examiner

considers the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Brill, as presented in the

request and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at call 7:26-61 and figure 8. For

the reader's convenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.
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Requester cites Qian as teaching this limitation at col.2:55 to 'col.3:8 and figure 1.

 
For the reader’s convenience, figure I of Qian is reproduced below.

 
Requester cites Courtney-EP 11(0069Z to [0071 Z, [0090Z and figure 9 as teaching

this limitation. For the reader's convenience, figure 9 of Courtney-EP is reproduced

below.
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Requester cites Brill col.4:27-36 col.4:61 to col.5:28 1 . 

col.8:36-58, and figure 3 as teaching this limitation. For the reader’s convenience,Mi

of Brill is reproduced below.

First, Paek’s event and obl'ect hierarchy extraction and construction #830 identifies the

event by the detect attributes oz obiect extraction and teature extraction #826.

Consequently, Paek does not disclose the claimed ‘identifying an event that is n_ot one

of the detected attributes'.

Second, Qian discloses detected events #22 that are a result of texture/color analysis

fl, motion estimation #8, and shot detection #6. As such, Qian does not suggest the

claimed ‘identifying an event that is not one of the detected attributes'.

Third, Courtney-EP discloses Mtg such as enter exit, loiter, deposit, rest, and

lights out of o_b.@c_ts such as person, box, briefcase, notebook, monitor, object, and '

unknown but does not disclose or suggest the claimed attributes. As such, Courtney-
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EP does not disclose or suggest identifying an event that is not one of the detected

attributes, as is claimed.

Fourth, Brill discloses detecting a series ozsimgle events #302, such as REMOVE

and EXIT, to detect a complex event #309, such as THEFT. (see 11g. 3 and col.4:30-35) AS

such, Brill discloses the complex event is detected as a function of detected simple

events REMOVE and EXIT. Therefore, Brill does not disclose or suggest identifying an

event that is not one of the detected attributes, as claimed.

For the reasons set forth above, the examiner does n_ot agree that this

obviousness rejection over the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Brill has

a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of this combination

as to claims 30-41, as presented in the request and claim charts, does not disclose or

make obvious “means for identifying an event of the first object interacting with the ‘

second object by applying a new selected user rule to the plurality of attributes stored in

memory”.

Issue (R1

‘ Requester proposed that claims 30-41 are obvious over the combination of

Paek, Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claims 30-41,

requester provides a detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-

NPL, and Brill to claims 30-41 in the request (Qgs. 83-86) and the claim charts. (pg;

2959-3031)

As to the limitation of “means for identifying an event of the first object interacting

with the second object by applying a new selected user rule to the plurality of attributes
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stored in memory”, requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation and Qian,

Courtney-NFL, and Brill as teaching this limitation. (claim charts Qgs. 2974-2983) Since

requester is citing Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Brill for this single limitation, the

examiner considers the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Brill, as

presented in the request and claim charts, is required to meet this limitation.

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.17:26-61 and figure 8. For

the reader's convenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.
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Requester cites Qian as teaching this limitation at col.2.'55 to col.3:8 and figure 1.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 1 of Qian is reproduced below.
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VIDEO SFQU'ENCPS

 
Requester cites Courtney-NPL 2g. 618, cols. 1-2 as teaching this limitation. For

the reader’s convenience, figure 16 of Courtney-NFL is reproduced below.

 
  

  
F10 F11 F12 F13 F14 F0 Fl F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 Fen-‘9

i____—————T———-——-——-l

Fig. 16. Graphical depiction of the query Y Q: (‘6’,1‘, V,R. E) applied to Fig. 12.

 

  
Requester cites Brill col.4:27-36 col.4:61 t0 col.5:28 z . 

col.8:36-58, and figure 3 as teaching this limitation. For the reader’s convenience, figure 3

of Brill is reproduced below.
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First, Paek’s event and 0b 'ect hierarch extraction and construction #830 identifies the 

event by the detected attributes 0 ob 'ect extraction and eature extraction #826. 

Consequently, Paek does not disclose the claimed “identifying an event that is n_ot one

of the detected attributes'.

Second, Qian discloses detected events #22 that are a result of texture/color analysis

#_IQ, motion estimation #8, and shot detection #6. As such, Qian does not suggest the

claimed ‘identifying an event that is n_ot one of the detected attributes'.

Third, Courtney-NPL's query Y=(6, T, V, R, E), where 6 is the video clip, T

specifies a time interval in the clip, V is a V-object within the clip, R a spatial region in

the field of view, and E an object-mdtion event. (2g. 618, col.1, 3’d 11) The query engine

processes Y by finding all the video subsequences in 6 that satisfy T, V, R, and E. (gg._

618, col.1, 2nd 1]) As such, Courtney-NFL does not disclose or suggest identifying an

event, such as the disclosed ‘find any occurrence of this object being removed from this

Canon EX. 1009 Page 177 of 183



Canon Ex. 1009 Page 178 of 183

Control Number: 95/001,914 ‘ Page 176

Art Unit: 3992

region of the scene between 8am and 9am’ that is not one of the detected attributes, as

claimed, because the event is determined as a function of T, V, R, and E.

Fourth, Brill discloses detecting a series otsimgle events #302, such as REMOVE

and EXIT, to detect a complex event #309, such as THEFT. (see (lg. 3 and col.4.'30-35) AS

'such, Brill discloses the complex event is detected as a function of detected simple

events REMOVE and EXIT. Therefore, Brill does not disclose or suggest identifying an

event that is not one of the detected attributes, as claimed.

For the reasons set forth above, the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-NFL,

and Brill, as presented in the request and the claim charts, do not disclose or make

obvious “means for identifying an event of the first object interacting with the second

object by applying a new selected user rule to the plurality of attributes stored in

memory” in combination with the other features of the claims. Consequently, requester

has n_ot shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed .

obviousness rejection.

Issue (S)

Requester proposed that claims 30-41 are obvious over the combination of

Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Paek

discloses limitations of claims 30-41 and Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Olson teaches

limitations of claims 30-41. (reguest Qgs. 88-89 and claim charts Qgs. 3822-3885)

As to the limitation of "detecting first and second objects in a video from a single

camera", requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation and Qian, Courtney-NFL,

and Olson as teaching this limitation. (claim charts Qgs. 3788-3 791) Since requester is
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citing Pae‘k, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Olson for this single limitation, the examiner

considers the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Olson, as presented in

the request and claim charts, is required to meet the limitation of "detecting first and

second objects in a video from a single camera".

Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation at col.17:26-61 and figure 8. For

the reader's convenience Paek's figure 8 is reproduced below.

’EVETFAND __ *—
losascr EXTRACTION
| TEMF‘ORAL SEGMENTATION 925
l VIDEO
I 326 '______ _;__ 927
l OBJECT EXTRACTION r
I ‘ D FEATURE EXTRACT I

IEVENT AND OBJECTHIERACHY EXTRACTION |

I AND CONSTRUCTION835
PHYSICAL

836

LOGICAL
I
l
l

EVENT HIERACHY J» EVENT HIERACHYORGANIZATION ORGANIZATION

PHYSICAL LOGICAL
OBJECT HIERACHY OBJECT HIERACHY

ORGANIZATION ORGANIZATION

831

XML DATABASE BINARY
ENCODER STORAGE ENCODER

840 371 360
TI

 
Requester cites Qian as teaching this limitation at 601.255 to col.3:8 and figure 1.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 1 of Qian is reproduced below.
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13

VIDEO snoumcm

 
Page 178

Requester cites Courtney-NPL as disclosing this limitation in 2g. 616, 001.2, figure

.608 001.2 1 re] . 609 cols. 1 and2 and z ure 13. For the reader's

convenience, figure 13 of Courtney-NFL is reproduced below.

Fig. 13. A high-levcl diagram of the AW system.
 
Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at .166 cal. [and 1 ure 4. 

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.

 
 
 

  

summin-

figufe‘fl': 'fie‘s'imati‘onal ’ayvii‘e‘nes’s, system
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The examiner does n_o_t agree that this obviousness rejection has a reasonable

likelihood of prevailing because the general application of the combination of Paek,

Qian, Courtney-NFL, and Olson to claims 30-41 in the request and claim charts

teaches away from the limitation “means for detecting first and second objects from a
J“

sing/e camera because the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-NFL is

ultimately being modified by the ije smart cameras of Olson’s figLetl thereby

resulting in a system/method for detecting objects in videos from W cameras and

not the claimed mgLe camera. For at least this reason, requester has n_ot shown a

reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection

of claims 30-41 because the teaching of Olson, as presented in the request and claim

charts, teaches away from the claimed invention.
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Conclusion

All correspondence relating to this inter partes reexamination proceeding should

be directed:

By Mail to: Mail Stop Inter Partes Reexam
' Attn: Central Reexamination Unit

Commissioner for Patents

United States Patent & Trademark Office

PO. Box 1450

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450

By FAX to: (571) 273-9900
Central Reexamination Unit

By hand: Customer Service Window

Randolph Building

401 Dulany Street

Alexandria, VA 22314

Registered users of EFS-Web may alternatively submit such correspondence via

the electronic filing system EFS-Web, at:

https://efs.uspt0.gov/efile/myportal/efs—registered

EFS-Web offers the benefit of quick submission to the particular area of the.

Office that needs to act on the correspondence. Also, EFS-Web submissions are “soft

scanned” (i.e., electronically uploaded) directly into the official file for the reexamination

proceeding, which offers parties the opportunity to review the content of their

submissions after the “soft scanning” process is complete.

Extensions of time under 37 CFR 1.136(a) will not be permitted in these

proceedings because the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136 apply only to "an applicant" and

not to parties in a reexamination proceeding. Additionally, 35 U.S.C. 314(0) requires

that inter partes reexamination proceedings "will be cdnducted with special dispatch"
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(37 CFR 1.937). PO extensions of time in inter partes reexamination proceedings are

provided for in 37 CFR 1.956. Extensions of time are not available for 3PR comments,

because a comment period of 30 days from service of P03 response is set by statute.

35 U.S.C. 314(b)(3).

The P0 is reminded of the continuing responsibility under 37 CFR 1.985(a) to

apprise the Office of any litigation activity, or other concurrent proceeding, involving this

patent thr0ughout the course of this reexamination proceeding. The 3PR is also

reminded of the ability to similarly apprise the Office of any such activity or proceeding

throughout the course of this reexamination proceeding. See MPEP §2686 and

2686.04.

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the

examiner, or as to the status of this proceeding, should be directed to the Central

Reexamination Unit at telephone number (571) 272-7705.

Signed:

/Deandra M. Hughes/

Primary examiner, AU3992

IChristina Y. Leung/

/Daniel J Ryman/

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3992
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