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Transmittal of Communication to Third Party Requester
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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
ORDER GRANTING/DENYING | 0. 0. 7 932,623
REQUEST FOR INTER PARTES Examiner Art Unit
REEXAMINATION DEANDRA HUGHES 3992

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

The réquest 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): [[]PTO-892 PTO/SB/08 [ ]other:

1. I The request for inter partes reexamination is GRANTED.
X] An Office action is attached with this order.

[] An Office action will follow in due course.

2. [] 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 denial by 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 1.26(c)
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.

U.S. 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 asserfs that
claims 1-41 of USP 7,732,923 (“'923 patent’) are unpatentable.
2. Up?on review, 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-NPL")

(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. 5 Int'l Conf. On Pattern Recognition (ICPR2000).
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-
7, 9-13, 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-
7, 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 Birill.

Issue (G):  Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 1-
41 as obvious over Courtney-EP and Olson.

Issue (H):  Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 1-
41 as obvious over Courtney-NPL and Olson.

Issue (I): Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 1-
' 41 as obvious over Courtney-EP and Birill.
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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-
41 as obvious over the Courtney-NPL and Birill.

Issue (K):  Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 1-
41 as obvious over Winter, Lipton, and Birill.

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.

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

Issue (P):  Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 1-
41 as obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson.

Issue (Q): Whether there is an RLP as to the plroposed rejection of claims 1-
41 as obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Biill.

Issue (R):  Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 1-
41 as obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Brill.

Issue (S):  Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 1-
41 as obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Olson.
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Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 6
Art Unit: 3992 '

Summavry
5. The following issues have been determined to have a reasonable likelihood of
prevailing for the identifiled claims, and therefore, will be .addre'ssed in the nqn-final
action. : /

Issue (A). Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 1-7,
' 9-13, 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,
9-13, 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 Birill.

Issue (I):  Whether there is an RLP as to the proposed rejection of claims 1-41
as obvious over Courtney-EP and Birill.

6. Issues (C), (G)-(H), and (J)-(S) have been determined NOT to have a reasonable
likelihood of prevailing fbr the identified cléims, 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 oo pages 8-27
Claim 8 ... SOSRUUORRTRTRRPPPT pages 28-58
Claims G-19 ..o pages 59-79
Claimé 202 et et e pages 80-99
Claims 22-28 ... et pages 100-119
Claim29 .....cccccciiniennn. TP PP pages 120-150
Claims 30-371 ..o 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 Birill.

For the reasons set forth below, the following iss{Jes have been determined to
NOT have a reaéonable 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-NPL, and Birill.

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. (request pgs. 28-32 and claim charts pgs. 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 clairhs 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 (pgs.

38-42) and claim charts (claim charts pgs. 104-116) appears reasonable. Therefore,
requester has shown a reasonable likelihood of pre\;ailing with respect to this proposed
anticipation rejection of claims 1-7.
Issue (G)

Requester probosed that claims 1-7 are obvious over the combination of
Courtney-EP and Olson. The request and claim charts allege t;hat Courtney-EP

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

pes. 51-57 and claim charts pgs. 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 pgs. 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.
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Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 10
Art Unit: 3992

Requester cites Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation in 9/0002], [0017],

[0028] to [0034], and figure 2. For the reader’s convenience, figure 2 of Courtney-EP is

reproduced below.

FIG. 24 _ FIG.2B
- t‘ | t |
FIG. 2E FIG. 2F FIG. 26 | FIG. 2H

Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at pg. 166, col. I and figure 4.

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

Rl S, . [Tvimeo | Mip,
‘SmanCamera1 =&, suneiiane /* Displ,

R < g . y - | \ 'a;}m'o'bﬁ:pgf
FEL o S, eremh‘.h‘enh'g: Ne O
"N\ on;ect ' s
o | -Anidlysis. .
| Nodute —
log fles-

Smant Camera 3 (0AM).
.. o >igq recogmzc‘a

Figuf&'4: The'situatidnal awireness system

The examiner does not agree that this obvidusness 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 single camera" because Courtney-EP is being modified by the multiple sm;clrt

cameras of Olson’s figure 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 not 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 (H)

Requester proposed that claims 1-7 are obvious over the combination of
Courtney-NPL and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Courtney-NPL

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

pos. 63-64 and claim charts pgs. 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 pgs. 1108-1110) 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 requfred to meet this

limitation.

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

13, pg. 608, col.2, figures 1-2, pg. 609, cols. 1 and 2, and figure 13. For the reader’s

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

S : : <
' vid
Camera = Video Indexing : User Imcrface]____&do'm‘:;’r

Fig. 13. A high-level diagram of the AVI system.
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Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 12
Art Unit; 3992

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

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

s N o Mip,
e i S T I I
S Cameia v ‘_’-;-.s;g“;qeij:a;nce / . Display, -
\ Shell |/
N ss)

o N [@
43 S OO N o ouipit
2 o Ak, evenlhileing N
"N Objeet =
_ psho A-\“WSIS . .
% -| ‘Module e
(0aH) log fles
. object recogniion

Figufed: The'situational awdreness system

| The examiner does not 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 not 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 1-7 are obvious over Courtney-EP and Birill.

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 pgs. 62-63 and claim charts

pgs. 796-846) Also, the examiner is able to 'discern that this disclosure of Courtney-EP
combined with Brill is reasonably likely to prevail because figure I 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, figure

1 of Courtney-EP and figure 1 of Brill are reproduced below.

FIG T
Courtney-EP
L T
prememmen e
: {ﬁ {ll
]: —
» -M‘J\n
|
| v
: ”/ rﬂm '
{ {
]
i
]
L o e e e mm e - ——————————— =
Brill o
/ 2
Cor . T k 13
I
1 5w IMAGE_PROCESSING ! S
AN Y b __ i
E ; VIDEO © W~JNEWORK |} NETWORK 17
. i | INTERFACE ™28 ! E‘T_EB_FA_CE_\:\K/\ PROCESSOR
] N B i Wi arietoty e o N
| | procEssor | | HARD OISK 1 Rt L% _
p 12 A B oo 4 OL_ORVME_ N3 | N
! 27 . FIG. 1 S
e o o o o o o i o = — - ——— v A S e e - - ———— |

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

1-7 and Brill teaches limitations of claims 1-7. (request pgs. 57-62 and claim charts pgs.

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 pgs. 563-566) Since requester is citing both Courtney-NPL and Brill for this

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

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

Requester cites Courtney-NPL pg. 610: col.1, pg. 612:cols.1- 2, pg. 614:col.2 to pg.

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-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 Counnéy-
NPL are independent of the identified complex event made up of simple events. For at
least this reason, the examiner does not agree that this obviousness rejection over

Courtney-NPL 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 (pgs. 65-73) and the claim charts. (pgs. 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

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

examiner considers the combination of Winter and Birill, 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 dats, including a
source of video data and a device for analyzing the video
data provided by the source of video data 1o 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 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 characieristic has been 66
detecied 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

Art Unit: 3992

Page 16

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 sysiem which detecis simple events, one can
easily create a user interface that enables someone 10 define
a complex event by constructiag 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 aliernative user interface, complex

S
wn

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

Finally, 10 recognize events, the system analyzes the
moiion 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 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

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 aré 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-

7 in the request (pgs. 73-79) and the claim charts. (pgs. 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 pgs.

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 otherwise, 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 not 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
Art Unit: 3992

Page 18

Issue (N)

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 (pgs. 81-82) and the claim charts. (pgs. 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 pgs. 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.

] ITEMPORAL SEGMENTATION I/azs
DEO
T

l BJECT EXTRACTIDN
ND FCATURE EXTRACT!

826 82'{

FEATURE EXTRACTION
ANN OTATION

-1
IOBJECT EXTRACT ION I
|
|
|
l

L._______,_______-

—

823~

}/821

822

830
/

TEVENT AND OBJECT
HIERACHY EXTRACTION
'AND CONSTRUCTION
835

836

| S

PHYSICAL
EVENT HIERACHY
ORGANIZATION

¥

LOGICAL
EVENT HIERACHY
ORGANIZATION
T

PHYSICAL
OBJECT HIERACHY
ORGANIZATION

2
LOGICAL
OBJECT HIERACHY
ORGANIZATION

|

|

|

A — i::i o |
_ 831

{

DATABASE BINARY
STORAGE ENCODER

XML
ENCODER

4 871

830

B70 APPLICATIONS

860

FIG. 8

Canon Ex. 1009 Page 20 of 183



Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 19
Art Unit: 3992 '

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
video data (col. 17:26-61). As such, the examiner does not agree that this obviousness
rejection over Paek, Qian, and Shotton has a reasonable likelihood of pre\/ailing
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 (P)

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. (request pgs. 84-85 and claim charts pgs. 2139-2212)

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 pgs. 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 requiréd 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 I of Qian is reproduced below.
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Requester cites Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation in §/0002], [0017],

[0028] to [0034, and figure 2. For the reader’s convenience, figure 2 of Courtney-EP is

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

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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The examiner does not agree that this obviousness rejection over Paek, Qian,
Courtney-EP, and Olson has a reasonable Iikeli‘hood of prevailing because the géneral
alpplication 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 objeét in
a video from a single camera" because the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-
EP is ultimately 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 not
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 requeét and

claim charts, teaches away from the claimed invention.

Issue (Q)

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

Brill to claims 1-7 in the request (pgs. 87-88) and the claim charts. (pgs. 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 pgs. 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 [0069] to [0071] 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 not
shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness

rejection of claims 1-7.
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Issue (R)
Requester proposed that claims 1-7 are obvious over the combination of Paek,
Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claims 1-7, Requester

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

Brill to claims 1-7 in the request (pgs. 85-86) and the claim charts. (pgs. 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-NPL and

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

Paek, Courtney-NPL, and Brill for this single limitation, the examiner conéiders the
combination of Paek, Courtney-NPL, and Brill, as presented in the request and ciaim
charts, is required to meet this limitation.

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

| Courtney-NPL as disclosing this limitation at pg. 607 cols. I to 2, pg. 616 col.1, pg. 617

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

10 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, Courtnéy-
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 not 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-NPL, 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 pgs. 88-89 and claim charts pgs. 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 pgs. 3531-3534) Since requester is citing Paek,

Courtney-NPL, 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 I.

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

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

13, pg. 608, col.2, figure 1, pg. 609, cols. 1 and 2, and figure 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 thé AVI sysiem.

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

For the reader’'s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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Figuig'd: The'situational awiieness system

The examiner does not 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 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 the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-EP is ultimately 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 not 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.

Issue (F): Claim 8 obvious over Shotton and Birill.

Issue (I): Claim 8 obvious over Courtney-EP and Birill.

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 8 obvious over Courtney-US and Olson.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Issue (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 pgs. 33-38 and

claim charts pgs. 57-67)

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 pgs.
57-58) Since requester is citing Courtney-US and Ollson 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.
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Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at pg. 166, col. I and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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Figure'd: The'situational awareness system
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The examiner does not agree that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-US
and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general applicatic.m Qf
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 single camera" because Courtney-US's camera 11 is being modified by the
multiple smart cameras of Olson’s figure 4 thereby resulting in a system/method that
detects objects 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 claim 8 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 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 claim 8 in the claim charts appears reasonable. (request pgs. 43-

51 and claim charts pgs. 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 1-7, 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 pgs. 51-57 and

claim charts pgs. 289-316)

As to the limitation of "defecting 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 pgs. 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 §9/0002], [0017],

[0028] to [0034], and figure 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 pg. 166, col. 1 and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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Figuig'a: The'situational awiiréness system

The examiner does not 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 presentéd 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 multible
smart cameras of Olson'’s figure 4 thereby resulting in a system/method that detects
objects 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 claim 8 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-NPL discloseé

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

claim charts pgs. 1143-1162)
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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 pgs. 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 pg. 616, col.2, figure

13, po. 608, col.2, figsures 1-2, pg. 609, cols. 1 and 2, and figure 13. For the reader’s

“convenience, figure 13 of Courtney-NPL is reproduced below.
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Fig. 13. A high-leve! diagram of the AVI system.
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Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at pg. 166, col. 1 and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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The examiner does not agree that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-NPL

and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of
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the combination of Courtney-NPL and Olson to claim 8, as presented in the request
and claim charts, teéches away from the limitation of "defecting 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 that
detects objects 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 claim 8 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 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 pgs. 62-63 and claim charts pgs.

847-875) Also, the examiner is able to discern that this disclosure of Courtney-EP '
combined with Brill is reasonably likely to prevail because figure 1 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 rejeciion

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. (request pgs. 57-62 and claim charts pgs. 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 pgs. 606-609) Since requester is citing 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-NPL pg. 610: col. 1, pg. 612:cols.1- 2, pg. 614:col.2 to pg.

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-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 cb_mplex event made up of simple events. For at
least this reason, the examiner does not agree that this obviousness rejection ovef

Courtney-NPL and Brill has a rea—sonable likelihood of prevailing.

Canon Ex. 1009 Page 37 of 183



Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 36
Art Unit: 3992

Issue (K)

Requester proposed that claim 8 is obvious over the combination of Winter,
Lipton, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claim 8, requester provides a detailed
application of the combination of Winter, Lipton, and Brill to claim 8 in the request

(pgs._65-73) and the claim charts. (pgs. 1359-1383)

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

pgs. 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 io 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
analvsis device detects the first predetermined characteristic.

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 apalysis algorithm, then siep 2350
follows, at which it is determined whether & 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
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

45

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

Finally, to recognize events, the system analyzes the
motion graph. The preferred, embodiment of the sysiem
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 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

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

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 not
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shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness
rejeétion.
Issue (M)

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 té

claim 8 in the request (pgs. 79-81) and the claim charts. (pgs. 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 pgs. 1733-1736) Since requester is citing

Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US and Olson for this 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 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-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 1 of Courtney-US is

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

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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Figuig'd: The situational awireness sysiem

The examiner does not agfee that this obviousness rejection over Paek, Qian,
Courtney-US, and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the géneral
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 of figure 4 thereby resulting in a
system/method that detects objects in videos from multiple cameras and not the

claimed single camera. As such, requester has not 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 (O)

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 (pgs. 82-84) and the claim charts. (pgs. 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 pgs. 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 I of Qian is reproduced below.
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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 to col.5:28, fig. 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 object hierarchy extraction and construction #830 identifies the

event by the detected attributes of object extraction and feature extraction #826.
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Consequently, Paek does not disclose the claimed ‘identifying an event that is not one
of the detected attributes’'.

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

#10, 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 “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, Ist § under

figure 1) In addition, Shotton’s figure I 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 of simple events #302, such as REMOVE

and EXIT, to detect a complex 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 examiner does not 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 p/urality 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 reqL;est and claim charts allege that Paek discloses
limitations of claim 8 and Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson teaches limitations ofg_@

8. (request pgs. 84-83 and claim charts pgs. 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 pgs. 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, 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 fo 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 §9/0002], [0017],

[0028] to [0034, and figure 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 pg. 166, col. I and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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The examiner does not 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 single camera" because the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-EP is
ultimately being modified by the muttiple smart cameras of Olson’s figure 4 thereby
resulting in a system/method that detects objects 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
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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

8 in the request (pgs. 87-88) and the claim charts. (pgs. 3110-3157)

As td 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 pgs. 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 th.is limitation at col. 2:55 to 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-EP (9/0069] to [0071], [0090] 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, fig. 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 object hierarchy extraction and construction #830 identifies the

event by the detected attributes of object extraction and feature extraction #826.

Consequently, Paek does not disclose the claimed ‘identifying an event that is not one
of the detected attributes'.

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

#10, 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 events such as enter exit, loiter, deposit, rest, and

lights out of objects 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 of simple events #302, such as REMOVE

and EXIT, to detect a complex 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 detect)'ng 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, requesfer has not shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with .
respect to this broposed obviousness rejection.

Issue (R)

Requester proposed that claim 8 is obvious over the combination of .Paek, Qian,
Courtney-NPL, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claim 8, Requester provides al
detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Brill to

claim 8 in the request (pgs. 85-86) and the claim charts. (pgs. 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 pgs. 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-NPL, and Brill, as presented in the request and claim charts, is

required to m.eet 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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Requester cites Courtney-NPL pg. 618. cols. 1-2 as teaching this limitation. For

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

E =Exit

F3 F4 F5 F6 F10 F11 F12 F13 Fl4
| T ]

Fig. 16. Graphical depiction of the query ¥ = (%.T,V,R,E) applicd to Fig. 12.

Requester cites Brill col.4:27-36, col.4:61 to col.5:28, fig. 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.
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First, Paek’s event and object hierarchy extraction and construction #830 identifies the

event by the detected attributes of object extraction and feature extraction #826.
Consequently, Paek does not disclose the claimed ‘identifying an event that is not one
of the detected attributes'.

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

#10, 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-NPL's query Y=(8, 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. (pg. 618, col.1, 3" {) The query engine

processes Y by finding all the video subsequences in 8 that satisfy T, V, R, and E. (pg.

618, col. 1, 2nd ) 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
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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 of simple events #302, such as REMOVE

and EXIT, to detect a complex 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-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 not 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-NPL, and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Paek
discloses limitations of claim 8 and Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Olson teaches

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

As to the limitation of "detecting first and second objects in a video frofn a single
camera", Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation and Qian, Courtney-NPL,

and Olson as teaching this limitation. (claim charts pgs. 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 présented 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 disciosing 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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Requester cites Courtney-NPL as disclosing this limitation in pg. 616, col.2, figure

13, po. 608, col.2, figcure 1, pg. 609, cols. 1 and 2, and figure 13. For the reader’s

convenience, figure 13 of Courtney-NPL is reproduced below.
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l: Camcra_‘ — Video Indexing _ User Imerfacﬂ_yonitor

Fig. 13. A high-level diagram of the AVI system.

Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at pg. 166, col. I and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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The examiner does not agree that this obviousness rejection over of Paek, Qian,
Courtney-NPL and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the
general application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, 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-NPL is ultimately being modified by the multiple smart
cameras of Olson'’s figure 4 thereby resulting in a system/method that detects objects 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 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 over the 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 Birill.

Issue (S): 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. (request pgs. 28-32 and

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

prevailing with respect to this proposed anticipation rejection of claims 9-13 and 1 5-19.
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 pgs. 32-33 and claim charts pg. 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 1-7, 9-13, 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 6f prevailing because the general application of Shotton to claims 9-13 and

15-19 in the request (pgs. 38-42) and claim charts appears reasonable. (claim charts pgs.
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117-133) Therefore, requester has shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with

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

Issue (E)

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
(pgs. 42-43) claim charts appears reasonable. (pg. 158) Therefore, requester has shown
a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejéction
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 '
discloses limitations of claims 9-19 and Olson teaches limitations of claims 9-19.

(request pgs. 51-57 and claim charts pgs. 317-373)

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 pgs. 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 §9/0002], [0017],

[0028] to [0034], and figure 2. For the reader’s convenience, figure 2 of Courtney-EP is

reproduced below.

41 .
4 _ |
FIG. 2A FIG. 2B ~ FIG.2C - FIG.2D_
-
. . _ .
FIG. 2E FIG. 2F FIG. 2G ! FIG. 2H

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

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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The examiner does not 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 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 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-NPL

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

pgs. 63-64 and claim charts pgs. 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 pgs. 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 pg. 616, col.2, figure

13, pg. 608, col.2, fieures 1-2, pg. 609, cols. 1 and 2, and figure 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 AVI system.
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Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at pg. 166, col. I and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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The examiner does not agree that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-NPL
and Olson has a reasonabile likelihood of prevailing because the general application of
the combination of Courtney-NPL and Olson to claim 9-19, as presehted 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 figure 4 thereby resulting in a
system/method for detecting an object in videos from m_uIt_ipI_é 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 claim 9-19

because the teaching of Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, teaches
away from the claimed invéntion.
Issue (I

Requester proposed that claims 9-19 are obvious over Courtney-EP and Birill.

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 pgs. 62-63 and claim charts
pgs. 876-935) Also, the examiner is able to discern that this disclosure of Courtney-EP
combined with Brill is reasonably likely to prevail because figure 1 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-NPL and.Brill.
The request and claim charts allege that Courtney-NPL discloses limitations of claims

9-19 and Brill teaches limitations of claims 9-19. (request pgs. 57-62 and claim charts pgs.

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 pgs.‘63]-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-NPL pg. 610: col.1, pg. 612:cols.1- 2, pg. 614:col.2 to pg.

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

c0l.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 discldsed
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 not agree that this obviousness rejection bvef
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 to claims

9-19 in the request (pgs. 65-73) and the claim charts. (pgs. 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 p.gs.

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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According to still a further aspect of the invention, there
is provided apparatus for analyzing video datas, 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 8 sec-
ond predetermined characteristic of the video data when the
analysis device detects the first predetermined characteristic.

30

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
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,

§G

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 aliernative user interface, complex

The basic system performs three daia 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, t0 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 office environment where the main interac-
tion is berween people and smaller siationary cbjects. 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.
Retuming to the THEFT example, a better system would

As evidenced by the above disclosures, the combination of Winter and Birill
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 ﬁot
disclosed as independent of ENTER, EXIT, REST, MOVE, DEPOSIT, REMOVE,
LIGHTS-ON, and LIGHT—OUT. As such, for at least this reason, Requester has not
shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness
rejection. -
Issue (L)

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 clair'ns 9-

19 in the request (pgs. 73-79) and the claim charts. (pgs. 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 pgs. 1633-1634) Since requester is citing Paek, Qian, and

Courtney-US for this single limitation, the examiner considers the combination of Péek,
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
“means for selecting a new user rule after the plurality of detected attributes are stored
in memory” because selection of a rule, new or otherwise, 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, Requestef has not 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 (pgs. 81-82) and the claim charts. (pgs. 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. (pgs. 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 I 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 not 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 (P)

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 8-19 and Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson teaches

Iimitations of claims 9-19. (request pgs. 84-85 and claim charts pgs. 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 pgs. 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.2:535 to 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 1Y/t 0002], [0017],

[0028] to [0034, and figure 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 pg. 166, col. I and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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The examiner does not 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 multiple smart cameras of Olson’s figure 4 thereby resultmg 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 9-
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19 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 (pgs. 87-88) and the claim charts. (pgs. 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 pgs. 3183-

3187) Since requester is citing Paek, Courtney-EP, and Birill for this single Iimitation,
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 [0069] to [0071] and figure 9. Req.uester

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
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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 not
shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness
rejection of claims 9-19.
Issue (R)

Requester proposed that claims 9-19 are obvious over the combination of Paek,
Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claims 9-19, Requester
provides a detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and

Brill to claims 9-19 in the request (pgs. 85-86) and the claim charts. (pgs.‘2734-2812)

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-NPL, and Brill as teaching this limitation. (claim charts pgs:

2749-2754) Since requester is citing Paek, Courtney-NPL, 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. Reduester cites

Courtney-NPL as disclosing this limitation at pg. 607 cols. 1 to 2, pg. 616 col.1, pg. 617

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

tocolll:25 fig 7 col.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 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 quéries 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 not 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 pgs. 88-89 and claim charts pgs. 3622-3692)

Canon Ex. 1009 Page 78 of 183



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

Page 77

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

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

and Olson as teaching this limitation. (claim charts pgs. 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 to col.3:8 and figure 1.

For the reader’s convenience, figure I of Qian is reproduced below.
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SHOT SUMMARIZATION |~ '

’
[ MOTION BLOB VERIFICATION |
N

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

13, po. 608 col.2, ficure 1, pg. 609, cols. 1 and 2, and figure 13. For the reader’s

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

Fig. 13. A high-level diagram of the AVI system.
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Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at pg. 166, col. 1 and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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The examiner does not 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 videQ
from a single camera" because the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-NPL is
being modified by the multiple smart cameras of Olson’s figure 4 thereby resulting m 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 9-
19 because the teaching of Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, .

teaches away from the claimed invention.

Canon Ex. 1009 Page 81 of 183



Control Number: 95/001,914 Pége 80
Art Unit: 3992

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 action.

Issue (A): Claims 20-21 anticipated by Courtney-US.

Issue (D): Claims 20-21 anticipated by Shotton.

Issue (I): Claims 20-21 obvious over Courtney-EP and Birill.

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 Birill.

Issue (K): Claims 20-21 obvious over Winter, Lipton, and Birill.

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 Birill.

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-

21 in the claim charts appears reasonable. (request pgs. 28-32 and claim charts pgs. 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 (pgs. 38-42) and claim charts appears reasonable. (pgs. 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 cﬁarts allege that Courtney-EP

discloses limitations of claims 20-21 and Olson teaches limitations of claims 20-21.

(request pgs. 51-57 and claim charts pgs. 374-405)

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 pgs. 374-379) 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 §9/0002], [0017],

[0028] to [0034], and figure 2. For the reader’s convenience, figure 2 of Courtney-EP is

SRR

reproduced below.

FIG2A . FIG#  FIG2C: - FIG.2D_
Ol 0

A : _ \ |
FIG. 2E FIG. 2F FIG.2G | FIG. 2H

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

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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The examiner does not 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

Courtne)'l-EP is being modified by the multiple smart cameras of Olson’é figure 4
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thereby resulting in a system/method for detecting an object in videos from multiple
camerés 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 20-21 because the teaching of Olson, as presented in the requést
and claim charts, teaches away from the claimed invention.
Issue (H)

Requester proposed that claims 20-21 are obvious over the combination of
Courtney-NPL 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 pgs. 63-64 and claim charts pgs. 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-NPL as disclosing

this limitation and Olson as teaching this limitation. (claim charts pgs. 1202-1204) 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 pg. 616, col.2, figure

13, po. 608, col.2. fieures 1-2, pg. 609, cols. 1 and 2, and figure 13. For the reader’s

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

) - ( R
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N

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

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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The examiner does not 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 20-21, as presented in vthe

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 4 thereby resulting in a system/method for detecting an object in videos from
multiple cameras and not thé claimed single camera. For at least this reason, requester
has not shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed
obviqusness 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 (I

Requester proposed that claims 20-21 are obvious over Courtney-EP and Birill.

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 pgs. 62-63 and claim charts

pgs. 936-966) Also, the examiner is able to discern that this disclosure of Courtney-EP
combined with Brill is reasonably likely to prevail because figure 1 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-NPL and

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

claims 20-21 and Brill teaches limitations of claims 20-21. (request pgs. 57-62 and claim

charts pgs. 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 pgs.

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-NPL pg. 610: col. 1, pg. 612:cols.1- 2, pg. 614:col.2 to pg.

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-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 not agree that this obviousness rejection over
Courtney-NPL and Brill has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing.

Issue (K)

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 (pgs. 65-73) and the claim charts. (pgs. 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 pgs.

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 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 1o still a further aspect of the invention, there
is provided apparatus for anelyzing video data, including &
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

different characieristics 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
detected by the first analysis algorithm, then siep 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,

60

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, t0 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 office environment where the main interac-
tion is between people and smaller stationary objects. Other
examples would be applicable to monitcring outdoors, such
as & parking lot.

45
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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 sysiem would

As evidenced by the above disclosures, the combination of Winter and Brrill
does not teach or make obvious “wherein the attributes to be detected are indepehdent
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 LIGHT—OUT. As such, for at least this reason, Requester has ﬁ_gl
shown a reasonable likelihood of'prevailing with respect to this_proposed obviousness
rejection.

Issue (L)

Requester proposed that claims 20-21 are obvious over the combination of

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 (pgs. 73-79) and the claim charts. (pgs. 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 pgs. 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 'neyv
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” because selection of a rule,
new or otherwise, 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 not shown
a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness rejection

of claims 20-21.

Issue (N)

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 (pgs. 81-82) and the claim charts. (pgs. 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. (pgs. 1937-1933) 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 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
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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. 17:26-61). As such, the examiner does not 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
a>single camera" in combination with the other limitations of the claims.
Issue (P)

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 pgs. 84-83 and claim charts pgs. 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

pgs. 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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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 9/0002], [0017],

[0028] to [0034, and figure 2. For the reader’s convenience, figure 2 of Courtney-EP is

reproduced below.
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FIG. 2A FIG. 2B  FIG.2C
FIG. 2E FIG. 2F FIG. 2G | FIG. 2H

Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at pg. 166, col. I and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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Figue'4: The'situational awireness system

The examiner does not 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 multiple smart cameras of Olson’s figure 4
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
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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 (Q)

Requester proposed that claims 20-21 are obvious over the combination of

Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Brill. For the proposed rejection of claims 20-21,

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

EP, and Brill to claims 20-21 in the request (pgs. 87-88) and the claim charts. (pgs. 3253-
3307) | | |

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, ar;d

Brill as teaching this limitation. (claim charts pgs. 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 /0069] to [0071] 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-
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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 not
shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness

rejection of claims 20-21.

Issue (R)

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 (pgs. 85-86) and the claim charts. (pgs.
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 pgs. 2827-2832) Since requester is citing

Paek, Courtney-NPL, 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-NPL as disclosing this limitation at pg. 607 cols. I to 2, pg. 616 col. 1, pg. 617

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

tocol.11:23, 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-
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 weré removed from this region of the scene between 8am and 9am", is
selected prior to detecting the claimed plurality of attributes, not affer detecting the
claimed plurality of attributés. 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 not shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respéct to

this proposed obviousness rejection of claims 20-21.
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Issue (S)

Requester proposed that claims 20-21 are obvious over the combination of
Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Olson. The request and claim charts allege that Paek
discloses limitations of claims 20-21 and Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Olson teaches

limitations of claims 20-21. (request pgs. 88-89 and claim charts pgs. 3693-3729)

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-NPL, and Olson as teaching this limitation. (claim charts

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

13, pe. 608, col.2, ficure 1, pg. 609, cols. 1 and 2, and figure 13. For the reader’s

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

T
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N

D Carﬂera_

Fig. 13. A high-level diagram of the AVI system.

Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at pg. /66, col._I and figure 4.

For the reader's convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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Figue's: The situational awiireness system
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The examiner does not agree that this obviousness rejection over Paek, Qian,
Courtney-NPL and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the
general application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, 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 multiple smart cameras of Olson’s figure 4 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 20-21 because

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

the claimed invention.
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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 (I): 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 NOT -be
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-NPL and Olson.

Issue (J): Claims 22-28 obvious over Courtney-NPL and Brill.

Issue (K): Claims 22-28 obvious over Winter, Lipton, and Birill.

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-NPL, and Brill.

Issue (S): Claims 22-28 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, 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-

28 in the claim charts appears reasonable. (request pgs. 28-32 and claim charts pgs. 45-55)
Therefore, requester has shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this
proposed anticipation rejection of claims 22-28. |
Issue (D)

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 (pgs. 38-42) and the claim charts appears reasonable. (pgs. 143-157)
Therefore, requester has shown a réasonable likelihood of ;)revailing 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 pgs. 51-57 and claim charts pgs. 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 pgs. 406-411) 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 §9/0002]. [0017],

[0028] to [0034], and figure 2. For the reader’s convenience, figure 2 of Courtney-EP is

reproduced below.

FIG. 2A _ FIG.2B CFB.2C: - FIG.2D
' - 3
, | \
FIC. 2E FIG.2F FIG. 26 'FIG. 2H

Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at pg. 166, col. I and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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Figufe'd: The situational awareness system

The examiner does not 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 figure 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 not 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 (H)

Requester proposed that claims 22-28 are obvious over the combination of

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

discloses limitations of claims 22-28 and Olson teaches limitations of claims 22-28.

(request pgs. 63-64 and claim charts pgs. 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 pgs. 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 pg. 616, col 2, figure

13, pg. 608, col 2. figures 1-2, pg. 609, cols. 1 and 2, and figure 13. For the reader’'s

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

B ’ - ~]
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Fig. 13. A high-level diagram of the AVI systemn.
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Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at pg. 166, col. 1 and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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The examiner does not agree that this obviousness réjection 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 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 camera is being modified by the
multiple smart cameras of Olson'’s figure 4 thereby resulti_ng 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 the
teaching of Olson, as presented in the request and claim charts, teaches away from the
claimed invention.

Issue (I

Reduester proposed that claims 22-28 are obvious over Courtney-EP and Birill.

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 pgs. 62-63 and claim charts

pgs. 967-1020) Also, the examiner is able to discern that this disclosure of Courtney-EP
combined with Brill is reasonably likely to prevail because figure I 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 (J)

Requester proposed that claims 22-28 are obvious over Courtney-NPL and

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

claims 22-28 and Brill teaches limitations of claims 22-28. (request pgs. 57-62 and claim

charts pgs. 686-727)

Requester i:ites 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 pgs. 701-704) 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-NPL pg. 610: col.1, pg. 612:cols.1- 2, pg. 614:col.2 to pg.

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-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 not agree that this obviousness rejection over
Courtney-NPL and Brill has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing.

Issue (K)

Requestef 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 (pgs. 65-73) and the claim charts. (pgs. {464-1510)

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

pgs. 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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Page 107

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 o 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 & sec-
ond predetermined characteristic of the video data when the
analysis device detects the first predetermined characteristic.

30

[ 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
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,

66

Réquester 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 evenis 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, 10 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 office environment where the main interac-
tion is between people and smaller siationary objects. Other
examples would be applicable to monitoring outdoors, such

gs a parking lot.

45
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In the present invention the surveillance system can be
programmed fo only generate an alarm upon the occurrence

0 ‘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 not
shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness
rejection. : .
Issue (L)

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 (pgs. 73-79) and the claim charts. (pgs. 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

pgs. 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 col 4:45-52, fig. 4, and col.5:4-14 as teaching this limitation.
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First, Paek’s video object hierarchy descriptions doi not disclose or make obvious
“selecting a new user rule after detecting the plurality of attributes” because selection of
a rule, new or otherwise, 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 not shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this

proposed obviousness rejection of claims 22-28.

Issue (N)

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 (pgs. 81-82) and the claim charts. (pgs. 1953-1993)

As to the limitation of "detecting an object in a video from a single camera", '
Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation avnd Qian and Olson as teaching this

limitation. (pgs. 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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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 not 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 pgs. 84-85 and claim charts pgs. 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 pgs. 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 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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FIG. 8

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 §1/0002], [0017],

[0028] to [0034, and figure 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 pg. 166, col. I and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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Figure'd: The'situational awirehess system

The examiner does not 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 multiple smart cameras of Olson’s figure 4 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 (pgs. 87-88) and the claim charts. (pgs. 3308-

3390)
As to the limitation of limitation “selecting a new user.rule after detecting the

plurality of attributes”, Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation and Coui'tney-

EP, and Brill as teaching this limitation. (claim charts pgs. 3330-3335) Since requester is
citing Paek, Courtney-EP, and Birill for this single limitation, the examiner considers the
combination of Paek, Courtney-EP, and Brill, as presented in the request and claim
chatrts, 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 /0069] to [0071] 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

Canon Ex. 1009 Page 116 of 183



Control Number: 95/001,914 Page 115
Art Unit: 3992

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 not
shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness

rejection of claims 22-28.

Issue (R)

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 Brrill to claims 22-28 in the request (pgs. 85-86) and the claim charts. (pgs.
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-NPL, gnd

Brill as teaching this limitation. (claim charts pgs. 2866-2870) Since requester is citing

Paek, Courtney-NPL, 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-NPL as disclosing this limitation at pg. 607 cols. 1 to 2, pg. 616 col.l, pg. 617
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col.2 to pg. 618 cols. 1 and 2. Requester cites Brill as disclosing this limitation at col. 10:59

tocol 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-
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 not 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-NPL, and Olson teachés

limitations of claims 22-28. (request pgs. 88-89 and claim charts pgs. 3730-3787)
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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-NPL, and Olson

as teaching this limitation. (claim charts pgs. 3730-3733) Since requester is 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 an object 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 fo col.3:8 and figure I.

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 pg. 616, col.2, figure

13, pe. 608, col.2, fisure 1, pg. 609, cols. 1 and 2, and figure 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 AVI system.

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

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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Figui'4: The'situational awiireness system
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The examiner does not 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 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 multiple smart cameras of Olson’s figure 4 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 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

Issue (F):

Issue (I):

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

addressed in the non-final action.

Claim 29 obvious over Shotton and Brill.

Claim 29 obvious over Courtney-EP and Birill.

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

Issue (C):
Issue (G):

Issue (H):

Issue (J):

Issue (K):
Issue (M):
Issue (O):
Issue (P):
Issue (Q):
Issue (R):
Issue (S):
Issue (C)

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

addressed in the non-final action.

Claim 29 obvious over Courtney-US and Olson.

Claim 29 obvious over Courtney-EP and Olson.

Claim 29 obvious over Courtney-NPL and Olsbn.

Claim 29 obvious over the Courtney-NPL and Birill.

Claim 29 obvious over Winter, Lipton, and Birill.

Claim 29 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-US, and Olson.
Claim 29 obvious over Paek, Qian, Shotton, and Birill.

Claim 29 obviods over Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Olson.
Claim 29 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Birill.
Claim 29 obvious over Paek, Qiar.l, Courtney-NPL, and Brill.

Claim 29 obvious over Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Olson.

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 pgs. 33-38 and

claim charts pgs. 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 pgs.
68-69) Since requester is citing Courtney-US and Olsén for this single limitation, the
examiner considers the combination of Courtney-US and Olson, as presented in ?he
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.
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Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at pg. 166, col. 1 and figure 4.

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

JE I

. "addioiipit

Smﬂ‘ﬁnm;& : \ evert ey N
aNIE™ Y —
Bt e | Module —
(0aM) log fles-
. object recognition

Figure'4: The situational awireness system
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The examiner does not 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 single camera" because Courtney-US's camera 11 is being modified
by the multiple smart cameras of Olson’s figure 4 thereby resulting in a system/method
for detecting objects 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 claim 29 because the
teaching of Olson, as presented in thé 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_alrﬁ_é that are not

present in claims 1-7, 9-13, and 15-28, for which an anticipation rejection over Shotton

has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing. (request pgs. 43-51 and claim charts pgs. 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)

Page 123

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 pgs. 51-57 and

- claim charts pgs. 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 pgs. 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 §9/0002], [0017],

[0028] to [0034], and figure 2. For the reader’s convenience, figure 2 of Courtney-EP is

reproduced below.

&a - 3

FIG. 2A FIG. 2B  FIG.2C FIG. 2D
‘ A - a -

FIG. 2E FIG. 2F FIG.2G FIG. 2H

Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at pg. 166, col. I and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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Figure'4: The'situational awireness system

As such, the examiner does not agree that this obviousness rejection over
Courtney-EP and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general
applicat.ion 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'’s figure 4 thereby resulting in a
system/method for detecting objects 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 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-NPL discloses

limitations of claim 29 and Olson teaches limitations of claim 29. (request pgs. 63-64 and

claim charts pgs. 1259-1277)
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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 pgs. 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 pg. 616, col.2, f‘,qure

13, pe. 608, col.2, fieures 1-2, pg. 609, cols. 1 and 2, and figure 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 AVI system.
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Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at pg. 166, col. I and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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Figure'd: The'situational awareness system

As such, the examiner does not agree that this obviousness rejection over

Courtney-NPL and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the
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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 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 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 pgs. 62-63 and claim charts pgs.

1021-1048) Also, the examiner is able to discern that this disclosure of Courtney-EP
combined with Brill is reasonably likely to prevail because figure I 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.
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Issue (J)
Requgster proposed that claim 29 is obvious over Courtney-NPL and Brill. The
request and claim charts allege that Courtney-NPL discloses limitations of claim 29

and Brill teaches limitations of claim 29. (request pgs. 57-62 and claim charts pgs. 728-750)

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 pgs. 743-746) Since requester is citing 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-NPL pg. 610: col 1, pg. 612:cols.1- 2, pg. 614:col.2 to pg.

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 6f 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 not agree that fthis obviousness rejection over Courtney-NPL 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

(pgs. 65-73) and the claim charts. (pgs. 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

pgs. 1530-1531) Since requester is citing Winter and Birill 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 dats, 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 of an incoming video stream. It is
determined at step 2348 whether 2 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 apalysis algorithm, then siep 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 eveni by constructing a list of sub-evenis. After
one or more complex events have been defined, the sub-
events of complex events defined later can be complex
events themselves. As an aliernative 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 objecis, tracking objects, and ana-
lyzing the motion graph.

Finally, 10 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 office environment where the mais interac-
tion is between people and smaller stationary objects. Other
examples would be applicable 1o moniioring outdoors, such
as a parking lot.

In the present invention the surveillance system can

programined to only generate an alarm upon the occurrence
of a complex event made up of a seres of simple events.
Retuming to the THEFT example, a better system would

be

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 not
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shown a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to this proposed obviousness
rejection. |
Issue (M)

Requester proposed that claim 29 is obvious over the combination of Paek,
Qian, Courtney-US, gnd 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 (pgs. 79-81) and the claim charts. (pgs. 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 pgs. 1758-1761) Since requester is citing

Paek, Qian, and Courtney-US and Olson for this 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. / 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.
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[viDEG SEqQUENCES I/‘z

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 1 of Courtney-US is

reproduced below.
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Page 132
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Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at pg. 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 not 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 of figure 4 thereby resulting in a system/method for detecting objecfs in videos

from multiple cameras and not the claimed single camera. As such, requester has not

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

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 (pgs. 82-84) and the claim charts. (pgs. 2031-2067)

"‘: 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 pgs. 2049-2057) 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 I of Qian is reproduced below.

8 6 1

TEXTURE/COLOR | [ MOTION ESTIMATION | [ SHOT DETECTION] |
ANALYSIS 10 A\
R SR AP SO MU I

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

reader's convenience, figure I of Shotton, which models how the specific int}insic'

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 to col.5:28, fig. 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 object hierarchy extraction and construction #830 identifies the

event by the detected attributes of object extraction and feature extraction #826.
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Consequently, Paek does not disclose the claimed ‘identifying an event that is not one
of the detected attributes'.

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

#10, 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 “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, Ist  under

figure 1) In addition, Shotton’s figure I 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 of simple events #302, such as REMOVE

and EXIT, to detect a complex event #309, such as THEFT. (see fie. 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 fhe reasons set forth above, the examiner does not 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 (P)

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 pgs. 84-85 and claim charts pgs. 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, Courtney-EP, and

Olson as teaching this limitation. (claim charts pgs. 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 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 I of Qian is reproduced below.
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| Requester cites Courtney-EP as disclosing this limitation in §9/0002], [0017],

[0028] to [0034,and figure 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 pg. 166, col. I and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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The examiner does not 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 single
camera" because the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-EP is ultimately being
modified by the multiple smart cameras of Olson’s figure 4 thereby resulting in a
system/method for detecting objects 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 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 (Q)

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, ahd

Brill to claim 29 in the request (pgs. 87-88) and the claim charts. (pgs. 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 Péek
as disclosing this limitation and Qian, Courtney-EP, and Brill as teaching this

limitation. (claim charts pgs. 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 Brrill, 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.

TEXTURE/COLOR | [ MOTION ESTIMATION | { SHOT DETECTI

ANALYSIS

Requester cites Courtney-EP 19/0069] to [0071], [0090] 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, fig. 3, c0l.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 object hierarchy extraction and construction #830 identifies the

event by the detect attributes of object extraction and feature extraction #826.
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Consequently, Paek does not disclose the claimed ‘identifying an event that is not one
of the detected attributes'.

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

#10, 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 events such as enter exit, loiter, deposit, rest, and
lights out of objects 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 detectea
attributes, as is claimed.

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

and EXIT, to detect a complex 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 examiner does not 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 (R)

Requester proposed that claim 29 is obvious over the combination of Paek;
Qian, Courtney-NPL, aﬁd Brill. For the proposed rejection of claim 29, Requester
provides a detailed application of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and

Brill to claim 29 in the request (pgs. 835-86) and the claim charts. (pgs. 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 of detected attributes”, requester c.ites Paek
as disclosing this limitation and Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Brrill aé teaching this

limitation. (claim charts pgs. 2938-2946) Since requester ié citing Paek, Qian, Courtney-

NPL, and Brill for this single limitation, the examiner considers the combination of
Paek, Qian, 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 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 I of Qian is reproduced below.

| MOTION ESTIMATION l
8

10

Requester cites Courtney-NPL pg. 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 = (¥, T, V,R, E) applied to Fig. 12.

Requester cites Brill col. 4:27-36, col.4:61 to col.5:28, fig. 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 object hierarchy extraction and construction #830 identifies the

event by the detected attributes of object extraction and feature extraction #826.
Consequently, Paek does not disclose the claimed ‘identifying an event that is not one

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

#10, 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-NPL's query Y=(8, T, V, R, E), where 8 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. (pg. 618, col 1. 3™ ) The query engine

processes Y by finding all the video subsequences in 8 that satisfy T, V, R, and E. (pg.

618, col 1, 2nd §) 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 of simple events #302, such as REMOVE

and EXIT, to detect a complex 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-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 not 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-NPL, 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 pgs. 88-89 and claim charts pgs. 3788-3821)

As to the limitation of "detecting first and second objects in a video from a s)’ngle
camera", Requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation and Qian, Courtney-NPL,

and Olson as teaching this limitation. (claim charts pgs. 3788-3791) Since requester is

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

13, pe. 608, col.2, fiesure 1, pg. 609, cols. 1 and 2, and figure 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 AVI system.

Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at pg. 166, col. I and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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The examiner does not agree that this obviousness rejection Paek, Qian,
Courtney-NPL, and Olson over has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the
general épplication of the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, 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 multiple smart
cameras of Olson’s figure 4 thereby resulting in a system/method for detecting objécts
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 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 Birill.

Issue (I): Claims 30-41 obvious over Courtney-EP and Birill.

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.

Issue (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 (O): 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.

Issue (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 pgs. 33-38 and claim charts pgs. 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 pgs.
79-80) 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

Page 152

Courtney-US is reproduced below.
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Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at pg. 166, col. I and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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The examiner does not 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 multiple smart cameras of Olson’s figure 4 thereby resulting in
a system/method for detecting objects 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 30-
41 because the téaching 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. (reguest

pes. 43-51 and claim charts pgs. 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 1-7, 9-13, and 15-28, for which an anticipation rejection over Shotton has a

reasonable likelihood of prevailing. (request pgs. 43-51 and claim charts pgs. 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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Issue (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 pgs. 51-57 and claim charts pgs. 490-547)

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 pgs. 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 §1/0002]. [0017],

[0028] to [0034], and figure 2. For the reader’s convenience, figure 2 of Courtney-EP is

reproduced below.

FIG A FlczB | AGZx - - FIG2D
‘ ' ; | o

: . ..

M {
FIG. 2E FIG. 2F FIG. 26| FIG. 26

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

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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The examiner does not 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 figure 4 thereby resulting in a
system/method for detecting objects 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 30-
41 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 30-41 are obvious over the combination of

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

discloses limitations of claims 30-41 and Olson teaches limitations of claims 30-41.

(request pgs. 63-64 and claim charts pgs. 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-NPL as disclosing this limitation and

Olson as teaching this limitation. (claim charts pgs. 1278-1280) 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 pg. 616, col.2, figure

13, po. 608, col.2, fiscures 1-2, pg. 609, cols. 1 and 2, and figure 13. For the reader’s

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

Video Indexing

Fig. 13. A high-level diagram of the AVI system.
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Requester cites Olson as teaching this limitation at pg. 166, col. I and figure 4.

For the reader’s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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The examiner does not agree that this obviousness rejection over Courtney-NPL

and Olson has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing because the general application of
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the combination of Courtney-NPL 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'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 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 30-
41 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 pgs. 62-63 and claim charts

pgs. 1049-1107) Also, the examiner is able to discern that this disclosure of Courtney-EP

combined with Brill is reasonably likely to prevail because figure I 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-NPL and

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

claims 30-41 and Brill teaches limitations of claims 30-41. (request pgs. 57-62 and claim

charts pgs. 751-7935)

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, the

event not being one of the detected attributes”. (claim charts pgs. 763-766) 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-NPL pg. 610: col. 1, pg. 612:cols.1- 2, pg. 614:col.2 to pg.

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-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 n;)t 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 not agree that this obviousness rejection over

Courtney-NPL 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 (pgs. 65-73) and the claim charts. (pgs. 1537-1586)

Requester cites Winter and Birill 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 pgs. 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 &
source of video data and a device for analyzing the video
daia 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 slgorithm to detect a sec-
ond predetermined characteristic of the video data when the
analysis device detects the first predetermined characteristic.

30

different characteristics of an incoming video stream. It 1s
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 aigorithm, 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 aliernative 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, t0 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
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 “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,
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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 (pgs. 79-81) and the claim charts. (pgs.

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. (pgs. 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 claim 8, the examiner
does not agree that this obviousness rejection over Paek, Qian, Courtney-US, and
Olson has a reasonabie 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 not 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 (O)

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 (pgs. 82-84) and the claim charts. (pgs. 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 pgs. 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,Ais 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 I of Qian is reproduced below.
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Requester cites Shotton section 3 and column 3 as teaching this limitation. For the

reader’s convenience, figure I 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 to col.5:28, fig. 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 object hierarchy extraction and construction #830 identifies the

event by the detected attributes of object extraction and feature extraction #826.
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Consequently, Paek does not disclose the claimed ‘identifying an event that is not one

of the detected attributes'.

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

#10, 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 “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, Ist § under

figure 1) In addition, Shotton’s figure I 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 of simple events #302, such as REMOVE

and EXIT, to detect a complex 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 examiner does not 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 (P)

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 pgs. 84-85 and claim charts pgs. 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 pgs. 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 to 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-EP as disclosing this limitation in §1/0002], [0017],

[0028] to [0034, and figure 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 pg. 166, col. I and figure 4.

For the reader’'s convenience, figure 4 of Olson is reproduced below.
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The examiner does not 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 sing}e
camera" because the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-EP is ultimately being
modified by the multiple smart cameras of Olson’s figure 4 thereby resulting in a
system/method for detecting objects 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 30-
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41 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 (pgs. 87-88) and the claim charts. (pgs. 3440-

3530)

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 pgs. 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 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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Requester cites Courtney-EP {9/0069] to [0071], [0090] and figure 9 as teaéhing
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, fig. 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 object hierarchy extraction and construction #830 identifies the

event by the detect attributes of object extraction and feature extraction #826.

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

of the detected attributes'.

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

#10, 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 events such as enter exit, loiter, deposit, rest, and

lights out of objects 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 of simple events #302, such as REMOVE

and EXIT, to detect a complex 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 simplé
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 not agree that this
obviqusness rejection over the combination of Paek, Qian, Courtney-EP, and Briil 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 (R)

‘ Requester proposed that claims 30-41 are obvious over the combination of

Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, 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 (pgs. 85-86) and the claim charts. (pgs.

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

Canon Ex. 1009 Page 174 of 183



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

Page 173

stored in memory”, requester cites Paek as disclosing this limitation and Qian,

Courtney-NPL, and Brill as teaching this limitation. (claim charts pgs. 2974-2983) Since

requestér is citing Paek, Qian, Courtney-NPL, and Brill for this single limitation, the

examiner considers the combination of Paek, Qian, 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. 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 SEQUENCES |2

Requester cites Courtney-NPL pg. 618, cols. 1-2 as teaching this limitation. For

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

F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 P F10 Fl11 F12 FI3 Fl4
T i —]

Fig. 16. Graphical depiction of the query Y = (%.T,V,R,E) applicd to Fig. 12.

Requester cites Brill col 4:27-36, col.4:61 to col.5:28, fig. 3, c0l.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.
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First, Paek’s event and object hierarchy extraction and construction #830 identifies the

event by the detected attributes of object extraction and feature extraction #826.

Consequently, Paek does not disclose the claimed ‘identifying an event that is not one
of the detected attributes'.

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

#10, 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-NPL's query Y=(8, T, V, R, E), where 8 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. (pg. 618, col.1, 3" €) The query engine

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

618, col.1, 2nd §) 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
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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 of simple events #302, such as REMOVE

and EXIT, to detect a complex 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-NPL,
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 not 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. (request pgs. 88-89 and claim charts pgs. 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-NPL,

and Olson as teaching this limitation. (claim charts pgs. 3788-3791) Since requester is
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citing Paek, 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 § 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.
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Requester cites Courtney-NPL as disclosing this limitation in pg. 616, col.2, figure

13, pe. 608, col.2, ficure 1, pg. 609, cols. 1 and 2, and figure 13. For the reader’s

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

Video Inaexing

Fig. 13. A high-level diagram of the AVI system.

D Camera -

l Vid o)
ideo
User Interface ltdonitor

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

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

il

St Cametd 1 i

. objectrecognition

Figui€'4: The'situational awireness system
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The examiner does not 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 30-41 in the request and claim charts
teaches away from the limitation “means for detecting first and second objects from a
single camera™ because the combination of Paek, Qian, and Courtney-NPL is
ultimately being modified by the multiple smart cameras of Olson'’s figure 4 thereby
resulting in a system/method for detecting objects 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 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 Infer Partes Reexam
- Attn: Central Reexamination Unit
Commissioner for Patents
United States Patent & Trademark Office
P.O. 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.uspto.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 perrﬁitted 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(c) requires

that inter partes reexamination proceedings "will be conducted 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 PO’s response is set by statute.
35 U.S.C. 314(b)(3).

The PO 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 throughout 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 fhe
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

/Christina Y. Leung/

/Daniel J Ryman/
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3992

Canon Ex. 1009 Page 183 of 183



