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Crctober 25, 2005

09/792,436

Pebreary 23, 2001

METHOD AND DEVICE FOR AUTOMATIC VISUAL

PERCEPTION

Majid Banankhah

3992

REPLY TO NON-FINALOFFICE ACTION

This Reply to Non-Final Office Action is in response to the Office Action dated March

26, 2018(hereinafter "Office Action”) in connection with the above-referenced reexamination

proceeding. Aone-monthextension to theperiod for response was requested and granted to

make the duc date for this paper June 26, 2018.

‘This paper is organized as follows:

Remarks begin on page 2 ofthis paper.
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REMARKS

1. Summary of Office Action 

Claim| of United States Patent No. 6,959,293 (heremafter “the 293 patent") Is ander

examination in this ex parte reexamination proceeding.

Claim | has been rejectedas follows:

Ground #1: Claim J has been rejected under 34 U.S.C, § 103{a) as allegedly being

unpatentable over International Patent Publication WO 99/36893,

published July 22, 1009, (hereinafter "Prim PCT"in viewofSiegel,

Howard J. etal. “PASM: A Partitionable SIMD/MIMDSystemfor

image Processing and Pattern Recognition,” TEEE Transactions on

Computers, Vol. C-30, No. [2 (December 1981) thereinafter “Siegel").

Ground $2, Claim { has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103{a) as allegedly being

unpatentable over Pirim PCT in view of Hirota et al. United States

Patent No. 6,118,895, fled March 5, 1996, issued September 12, 2000,

(hereinafier “Hirota").

Ground 83. Claim 1 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103fa) as allegedly being

unpatentable over Hirota.

i, Summary of Patent Owner's Reply  

The Examiner’s rejections are respectfully traversed.
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Tin Notice of Concurrent Proceedings 37 CER.  

a ae
Pursnant fo 37 CLPLR. § LS63(a), the Ofte is advised that the "293 patent is or was

invelved in the followingproceedings:

L fmage Processing Technalagies,LLC v. Canon inc, et al,, Case No, 10-CV-03867
{E.DONLY) (Dismissed)

is  Image Processing Technologies, LLC v. Samsung Electronics Co. Lid et al. ,
Case No, 2:16-CV-505 (“the Samsunglitigation’) (ED. Tx.) (Pending)

 

3. Samsung Electronics Co., Lid. ef al v. Image Processing Technologies, LLC,
PTPR2017-00336 CUPR ES (Concluded; Claim 1 held to be not invalid over Pirim
PCTin combination with other art (See Ex. 15, IPR2017-G0336, paper 38 (5-9-
2018) at page 103)!

4. Samsung Electronics Co., Lid. efal v. maze Processing Technologies, LEC,
IPR2O17-01189 CIPR 2") Cinsutution Denied)

IV. Yable of Exhibits

Exhithits hereto are listed in the table below:

Description

TPR2017-00336 C293 Patent), Paper 38, Final Written Decision

IPR2017-00336(293Patent),Paper39,OrderDenyingRequest for

Leave toFle Mation to Terminate EPR,20414056

EPR2017-06336 (293 Patent), Paper 40. Request for Rehearing o

Board'sOrder(Paper39)DenyingRequestfor LeavetoFileMotion

to Terminate EPR 9V/O14,056

 
' Patent Owner has asserted. that this ex parte reexamination proceedingshould be terminated in view ofthe resalt in
this iPR. The PPAR inilally declined to alow Patent Gwnerto brieffthig issue but has subsequently allowed
briefhig on a request for reheari The briefing gn Patent Owner's request far rehearing was Med an Jane 20,
2018 andig submiited herewith {Exhibits 16-17). Patent Ownerasserts that this ex parte reexamination proceeding
sheuld be terminated for ihe peasons. set forth therein.

 
if L
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‘ExhibitNumber|Description=ittiiststi(<‘SéC;O;”*~*~*~*~”O””””OOCS

WoO1PR2017-00336('293Patent),Paper9,DECISIONDenying=
Institution of Jufer Partes Review 33 USC. § 31l4(a) and 37   

Vv. Written Statement Under 37 C.F.R. LS60(b) ~ Interview Summary

Qn May 9, 2018, Patent Chvner's representatives, Michael Shanahan (Ree. No. 43,914)

and Matthew Byme (the undersigned), conducted an interview with the Examiners Banankhah,

Esealanie, and Patel.

Patent Owner and Patent Owner's representatives thankthe Examiners fortheir time and

emurtesies in conducting the Interview.

During the interview, Patent Owner's representatives presented a PowerPoint presentation

and discussed whatis shownin the presentation. A copy of the presentation is attached to the

Examiner's By Parte Reexamimation Interview Summaryandtherefore is nat resubmitted

herewith.

As part of the presentation, the following was discussed:

© Claim lin view of the specification and drawings of the "293 patent, and howthe

clairn should be interpreted;

© That Hirota byitself does not showthe validation signals required by Claim £;

© That the “rotated x-axes" described in Pirim PCT(e.2., at page 37) do not show

two histogram calcuistionunits treating the same parameter, and that the PTAB

decided as much in IPR2017-0336 on the dayofthe Interview:

oe Patent Owner's questions regarding the modifications to Hirota (nat Pirim PCT)

discussed on page 15 of the Office Action;
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Patent Owner's question regarding how Pirim PCT would exactly be modified in&

viewof Hirota:

© Patent Owner's questions regarding the alleged means-plus-fumction limitations

not being identified in Ground #3; and

eo That Siegel's parallel processing could not be used with Pirim PCT because Pirim

PCTreceives data serially and because the validation signals require two

classifications of the same pixel, nat different pixels.

Daring the interview, the Examiners asked Patent Qwner's representative to pointout

“where in specification it teaches the disclosed embodiment regarding the use of two or more

histogram units processing asingle parameter." (Interview Sunimary, p. 2} In response, Patent

Owner respectfully directs the Examiners to PIGS. 31a and 32 and the corresponding portions of

the specification, including, but not limited to columm 21, lines 43-47 of the ‘293 patent.

No agreement was reached during the interview.

VL The Interpretation of the Claim Unier 35 U.S.C. 8 112. Paravranh Six   

The Office Action, at pp. 3-8, interprets the following portion (hereinafter "FL AL) of
%

claim | as being a means-plus-fimetion limitation under 35 ULS.C. § 112, paragraph six:

at least twe histogram calculation units for the treatmentof
the at least one paramiter,

the histogramcalculation units being configured to forma
histogramrepresentative of the parameter as a fimction of a
validation signal and to determine byclassification a binary
classification signal resulting from a comparison of the parameter

to the time coincidences bus, and wherein the validation signalis
produced fromtime coincidences signals from the time
coincidence bus so that the calculation of the histogram depends on
the classification signals carried by the time coimecidence bus,
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