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Summary of Facts and Subm ssi ons

2684.D

This is an appeal against the opposition division's
decision to reject the opposition agai nst European
Patent No. 0 589 486.

Claim 1l of the patent as granted reads:

"A nmet hod of converting a non-w descreen conposite
line-and-field scanned video signal into a signal for
di splay on a wi descreen television receiver wherein the
signal displayed has a non-w descreen aspect ratio, the
nmet hod characterised by the steps of:

sanpling the conposite video signal at a first clock
rate, producing digital sanples therefrom

separating the digital sanples into chrom nance and

| um nance signal conponents;

witing the digital chrom nance signal conmponents
representing one line into a first nenory neans (1155,
1160) at the first clock rate;

witing the digital |um nance signal conponents
representing one line into a second nmenory neans (1145,
1150) at the first clock rate;

alternately reading the digital chrom nance and

| um nance signal conmponents fromthe first and second
menory neans (1145-1160), respectively, at a second
clock rate after a predeterm ned del ay, which second
clock rate is higher than said first clock rate;
converting the chrom nance and | um nance si gnal
conponents i nto anal og conponents; and

mat ri xi ng the anal og conponents to produce signals
representative of colour signals for display on the

wi descreen tel evision receiver".
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Claim3 is directed to a correspondi ng apparatus for
converting a non-w descreen conposite col our tel evision
signal into a signal for display on a w descreen

t el evi sion receiver.

The notice of opposition was based on Article 100(a)
with 56 EPC, |ack of inventive step. The follow ng
prior art was inter alia referred to:

D1: H. -P. Maly, "Mglichkeiten der Bil dbeeinflussung
bei Farbvi deospei chern", Fernseh- und Ki no-
techni k, 1977, No. 12, pp.440-442,

D2: DE-A-31 15 367.

The opposition division decided that the invention
i nvol ved an inventive step with respect to D2, taken to
be the nearest document, and rejected the opposition.

The opponent | odged an appeal against this decision,
citing three new docunents:

D4:  US-A-4 399 462,

D5: DE-A-32 33 288 (NB: in the present decision al
references to this docunent are to the page
nunbers as corrected by hand),

D6: US-A-4 266 242.

In a communi cation fromthe Board the opinion was
expressed that the reasoning underlying the decision
was hardly convincing and that it could be argued that
the invention was obvious. It also appeared to the
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Board that the docunments D4-D6, filed with the grounds
of appeal, should be admtted into the proceedings
since this would not cause any further delay and the
docunent s appeared rel evant.

Oral proceedings were held on 26 June 2003. The

appel  ant (opponent) submtted that each of the
docunents D2, D4 or D5 rendered the invention obvious
for the skilled person who tried to solve the problem
of reproducing a standard TV signal on a w descreen
recei ver. The respondent (patent proprietor) denied
this, pointing out in particular that insofar as the
prior art concerned aspect ratio changes it was in
connection with signal expansions, not conpressions, as
according to the invention. The exception was D4, where
however distortion was introduced in the picture,
sonet hi ng whi ch was conpl etely agai nst the purpose of

the cl ai ned i nventi on.

The appel | ant requested that the decision under appeal
be set aside and that the patent be revoked.

The respondent requested that the appeal be dism ssed
and that the patent be naintained.

At the end of the oral proceedings the Board announced
its deci sion.
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Reasons for the Decision

2684.D

Construction of claim1l

Claim 1 contains the feature that the digita

chrom nance signal conponents representing one line are
witten into a first menory neans, that the digital

| um nance signal conponents representing one line are
witten into a second nenory neans and that the digital
chrom nance and | um nance signal conponents are
alternately read out fromthe first and second nenory
means. For the purpose of the present decision this
feature will be interpreted in accordance with the
description. FromFigure 7 it is clear that there are
in fact four line nenories, one pair (1145,1150) for
storing two consecutive lines (odd and even) of

| um nance data and one pair (1155,1160) for storing two
consecutive lines (odd and even) of chrom nance dat a.
In a first time interval the | um nance and chrom nance
data fromnenories 1145 and 1155 (an odd |line) are read
out in parallel. In a second tine interval the data
frommenories 1150 and 1160 (an even line) are read
out, also in parallel. The word "alternately" thus
refers to reading data fromeither an odd or an even
l[ine. It does not nean that |um nance data and the
chrom nance data are read out alternately, as the
formul ati on m ght suggest.

The prior art

The starting point for the invention is nmentioned in
the patent in suit at colum 4, lines 20 to 24:

"Anot her problemw th the introduction of any new
tel evision systemis that the broadcasts or home
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recorded versions of 4:3 aspect ratio tel evision
signals woul d not be conpatible with the new w descreen
television receivers". As used in the patent, the word
"W descreen” denotes receivers which have an aspect
ratio greater than 4:3, such as 16:9 or 1,85:1 (see eg
colum 3, lines 24 to 35). Fromthe quoted passage it
is clear - and this has not been denied by the
respondent - that at the relevant date w descreen
receivers inconpatible with standard TV signals were

al ready known.

D1 describes the use of RAM nenories to mani pulate TV
images. In Figure 4 it is shown how to process a col our
TV signal digitally by sanpling the conposite signal,
then splitting it into its |um nance and chrom nance
conponents, processing these conmponents separately,
nmerging them and finally converting the data back to

anal og.

In Figure 3 a processor is shown where the sanpling is
performed after the separation of the |um nance and
chrom nance conponents. Foll ow ng separate processing
the respective signals are D A-converted and nerged.

D2 describes a nethod of broadcasting a "C nemascope”
signal (its aspect ratio being 2,35:1) with a standard
4:3 aspect ratio by storing each TV line in a buffer
menory (41 in Figure 2), selecting the part of the line
to be transmtted and expanding this part so that it
fits into a conplete TV line. The expansion is effected
by reading out the nmenory nore slowy than witing into
it.
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D4 describes displaying two different images beside
each other on a screen. The respective signals are
hori zontal |y conpressed by reading out line buffers at
twice the storage rate. The display is distorted but
"the distortion is tolerated" (colum 5, |ine 46).

D5 describes how to achieve certain special effects,
such as zoom horizontal or vertical size changes, or
any kind of distortions. Explicitly nentioned are
aspect ratio changes, required eg for the reproduction
of Cinemascope filns ("...Formatander ungen,

bei spi el swei se fur die Wedergabe von

C nemascopefilnmen”, p.5, lines 11 to 14). The
processi ng of colour TV signals is nmentioned (p.21) but
not shown in the enbodi nents. A technique for

hori zontal conpression as well as expansion of video
signals is explained (page 7, lines 17 to 19). It
involves witing data alternately into |ine nenories
(11,12 in Figure 1) and reading them out again, whereby
the ratio of the wite and read frequenci es determ nes
t he amobunt of conpression or expansion (page 11

lines 26 to 30).

The | at eness of docunents D4 to D6 and the issue of
remttal

The Board has decided to admt the new prior art cited
for the first time by the appellant in the grounds of
appeal since it is relevant and since its adm ssion
will not delay the appeal proceedings. It is not seen
as necessary to remt the case to the first instance
for further prosecution (cf Article 111(1) EPC) on the
basi s of these docunents. D5, which the Board considers
to be the nost rel evant docunent (see bel ow), does not
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fundanmental | y change the argunentati on devel oped by the
appel lant but rather "fills in a hole": it serves to
support the appellant's initial argunent that the
skill ed person when studying the signal expansion
described in D2 woul d have understood that a signal can
be conpressed in fundanmentally the sane way.

| nventive step

Novel ty not being at issue, the only question to be
answered i s whether the subject-matter of claim1l

i nvol ves an inventive step over the cited prior art.

In the Board's view, the proper starting point is the
situation described in the patent in suit (cf point 2.1
above). In the situation where existing w descreen
recei vers cannot reproduce ordinary TV prograns w t hout
di stortion, what would the skilled person do?

The respondent explained in the oral proceedings before
the Board that such distortion has often sinply been
accepted. This does not nean however that also the
(notional) skilled person woul d have accepted it. A
distortion is clearly a drawback which should ideally
be renmbved as a matter of course. In the real world
this may or may not be done, but the decision whether
to endeavour to develop TV sets offering a distortion-
free picture is not technical but commercial: it would
depend on expectations as to how willing the public
woul d be to buy such TV sets. lgnoring such non-
techni cal considerations, the technical problem was
sinply to find a way of avoiding distortion of nornmal
(4:3 aspect ratio) TV signals when reproduced on a

W descreen receiver.
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Furthernore, the undistorted imge will necessarily
(because of the different aspect ratios) cover only a
part of the wi descreen area. The exact hori zontal
position of this area is, again, a non-technical choice.
It will here be assuned that the area should be centred

on the w descreen nonitor.

The probl em bei ng one of aspect ratio conversion, the
skilled person would search for docunents in this
technical area. An inportant question is whether he
would Iimt his search to the reproduction of normal TV
i mages on a wi descreen nonitor, ie to exactly the
probl em before him or whether he would also try to
find anal ogies. The Board here takes the view that the
skilled person would try to generalize his problem as
much as possible, especially in consideration of the
fact that w descreen nonitors are of a relatively
recent date. The essence of the problemis clearly the
transformation of a TV image of a certain format into
an image of a different format. This is what the
skilled person would | ook for.

In doing so he would find D5 since this docunent
concerns horizontal size changes, any kind of

di stortions, and aspect ratio changes. It is true, as

t he respondent has pointed out, that the only
explicitly nmentioned aspect ratio change is froma w de
format (C nemascope) to normal (4:3). But this is only
an exanple ("beispielsweise"). And, nobst inportant, D5
di scloses a circuit which is expressly described as
capabl e of conpressing as well as expandi ng vi deo
signals. It appears to the Board that the skilled
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person could not have overl ooked the fact that D5 m ght
contain a solution to his problem

D5 teaches to conpress a video signal in order to
reduce the image width. As shown in Figure 1, this is
achi eved by sanpling and digitizing the video signal
(which could be a colour signal), storing the data
alternately in line nenories (11,12) and reading them
out alternately. The signal is conpressed by setting
the read frequency to a value higher than the wite
frequency (page 8, lines 18 to 22).

Thus, D5 woul d suggest to the skilled person that a
solution to his problemwould consist in sanpling the
conposite video signal at a first clock rate, witing
the digital signals representing one line alternately
into first and second line nenories at the first clock
rate, and reading themfromthe nenories alternately at
a second clock rate which is higher than said first

cl ock rate.

In this connection it is noted that the principle of
varying the ratio of the input and output clocks to
effect format changes was al ready well known as such
Thus D4 suggests a ratio of 1:2 to accommpdate two
conpressed i mages on the screen, and D2 nentions the
ratio 1,76:1 to go fromthe C nemascope to nornma
format (page 5, |ast paragraph to page 6, first

par agraph). The skilled person would thus readily
under stand the concept underlying the teaching of D5

and its consequences.
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The remai ning di fferences between the nmethod of claiml
and D5 are |imted to details of the |um nance and
chrom nance signal processing. These features are
related to the separate problem of sanpling a colour TV
signal. In addressing this problemthe skilled person
would learn fromDl that it is possible to sanple the
signal before splitting it up in its |um nance and
chrom nance conponents (Figure 4). The m xing of the
conponents can be nmade either digitally, before the DA
converter (Figure 4), or in an analog fashion, after
D/ A conversion (Figure 3). According to claim1l1 the
conposite video signal is sanpled, the chrom nance and

| um nance signal conmponents are separated and processed,
and then converted back to analog and nmatri xed. No
inventive step can be seen in this particular choice of
the order of operations, which results froma m xture
of the circuits showmn in Figure 3 and Figure 4 of D1,
nor is it stated in the patent in suit that this would
be the case.

There remains the feature in claim1l that the signals
are read out fromthe nenories "after a predeterm ned
delay". This feature serves to position the inmge
hori zontally. It is however self-evident that this
effect can be achieved by a delay since, due to the
raster scanning, the horizontal position is a function
of time. D4 gives an exanple of this: an image is

di splayed in the right half of the screen by del ayi ng
t he video signal correspondingly (cf eg Figure 2).

It follows that the nmethod of claim 1l is obvious
(Article 56 EPC). The same applies for the apparatus
defined in claim3.
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Or der

For these reasons it is decided that:

1. The deci sion under appeal is set aside.

2. The patent is revoked.

The Regi strar: The Chai r man:

M Ki ehl S. V. Steinbrener

2684.D



