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Summary of Facts and Subm ssi ons

1929.D

This is an appeal by the proprietor against the
deci sion of the opposition division to revoke the
patent (Article 102(1) EPC).

Opposition was filed against the patent as a whol e and
based inter alia on Article 100(a) EPC together with
Articles 52(1) and 56 EPC. The foll ow ng docunents were
cited in the proceedi ngs:

D1: EP-A-0 218 287

D2: @GB-A-1 531 401

D3': GB-A-2 151 103

D4: US-A-4 547 628

The opposition division held that the grounds for
opposition nmentioned in Article 100(a) EPC prejudiced
t he mai nt enance of the patent as anended havi ng regard
to docunents D1, D2 and D3'. The opposition division
argued as foll ows:

The clained electronic printer differed fromthat of D1
by the features of the characterising portion. These
features solved the probl emof avoiding the re-
rasterizing of each page of a multipage docunent when
printing in collated sets. The skilled person would
have detected that re-rasterizing sl owed down the
printing process and woul d have consi dered increasing
the capacity of the nenory to store the whole nultipage
docunent in rasterized form Apart from being generally



VI .

1929.D

-2 - T 1172/ 97

known, this was shown in D2 which related to the sane
problem as the patent in the case of scanned docunents.
In order to increase the capacity of the nenory there
were two obvious options avail able; increasing the size
of the nmenory or conpressing the data as cl ai ned.
Furthernore, D3' showed an exanpl e of conpressing
rasterized data representing nultipage docunents.

The appel | ant | odged an appeal agai nst the deci sion,
paid the prescribed fee and filed a statenent of
grounds of appeal in tine. The appell ant requested that
t he deci si on under appeal be set aside and that the

pat ent be mai ntained i n amended form based on clains 1
and 2 of a main, first auxiliary, or second auxiliary
request, all filed with the grounds of appeal dated

10 June 1998. In a letter of reply the respondent
(opponent) requested that the appeal be dism ssed. Both
parties made an auxiliary request for oral proceedings.

Foll owi ng a comuni cation fromthe Board, ora
proceedi ngs were held on 24 June 1999 at which the
parties reiterated their requests.

Caiml of the main request reads as foll ows:

"Electronic printer of the type wherein docunents are
produced frominmage data received as character code
signals to be applied to a pattern generator (10) for
conversion to a rasterized video data streamfor
printing, the printer further conprising:

storing neans (14), for electronically storing the
rasterized i nage data of a docunent, and

el ectronic nmeans (36, 38) for presenting the rasterized
i mge data for printing in the proper sequence as often
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as needed to produce the desired nunber of docunents;
characterized by:

conpressing neans (12) sequentially follow ng the
pattern generator for conpressing the rasterized inmge
data to be stored in the storing neans;

expandi ng neans (20) sequentially follow ng the storing
means (14) for electronically expanding the store
rasterized i nage dat a;

said storing neans (14) adapted to store in conpressed
formthe rasterized i mage data of a nulti-page
docunent; and

said electronic neans including electronic collation
means (36, 38) for presenting the expanded rasterized
I mge data of pages of the nultipage docunent for
printing in the proper sequence as often as needed to
produce the desired nunber of collated nultipage
docunent sets without re-rasterization by the pattern
generator."

| ndependent claim?2 is for a process conprising steps
whi ch correspond to the functional features of
apparatus claiml.

Caiml of the first auxiliary request adds, as the
first feature of the characterising part, to claim1 of
the main request the follow ng additional feature
(claim?2 of the first auxiliary request has a
correspondi ng process feature):

"a print server (8) for queuing print jobs as character
code signals and outputting the character code signals

for conversion by the pattern generator (10)"

Caiml1l of the second auxiliary request adds, as the
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| ast feature of the characterising part, to claim1 of
the first auxiliary request the foll ow ng additiona
feature (claim?2 of the second auxiliary request has a
correspondi ng process feature):

“controller nmeans (34) for allow ng access by said
conpressi ng neans and sai d expandi ng neans to said
menory and arbitrating between nenory read and wite
cycl es”

The appel | ant argued as foll ows:

The invention concerned a printer which could print

coll ated sets of nultipage docunents supplied in
character code format, such as ASCII. The whol e of each
mul ti page docunent was rasterized, that is converted to
bitmap or pixel data, conpressed and stored in
conpressed form In order to print collated copy sets
of the nultipage docunent, the data for the docunent
was read out fromthe nenory, expanded and supplied to
the printer as many tines as copies of that docunent
were needed. By storing the conplete docunent in
rasterized form the invention avoided the need to re-
rasterize the data for successive copy sets which was a
ti me consum ng process.

D1 was the closest prior art and it disclosed a system
conprising a rasterizer (RIP) and a buffer nenory for
storing only a single page of rasterized data before
printing. D1 did recognise the problemof the speed of
the RIP, but solved it in a different way by adding a
bus to allow data into the nenory while the RIP was
processing. DL was the only reference which recogni sed
the speed problemof the RIP and it did not suggest
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using a "post-RIP' nenory | arger than one page.

D3' addressed the problem of reducing the cost or
menory requirenments of a prior art high speed copying
arrangenent, assuned to be that disclosed in D2. This
was achi eved by conpressing and storing the data to be
printed in a nultipage buffer nenory 31. The input data
was already in rasterized formhaving originated froma
scanner. D3' al so disclosed the possibility at page 1,
lines 70 to 79, that the data could originate from"a
word processor provided with a character generator and
capabl e of releasing a docunent to be printed in the
formof digital inage data”. Nothing could be derived
fromthe expression "digital inmage data" because this
covered both rasterized data and character code data.
The use of the expression "rel easing a docunent”
inplied that this data was character code data and not
rasterized data. Moreover, the skilled person would
have understood the term "character generator” to nean
that the word processor generated character code data,
whi ch was the neaning explained in D4 at colum 2,
lines 13 to 17. The skilled person would therefore have
understood that data fromthe word processor would have
been in character code form and woul d have been
rasterized in the printer.

D2 was | ess relevant than D3' because it only concerned
a problem associated with scanni ng of docunents which
did not arise in DL. In particular, it avoided the need
to recirculate, that is rescan, the set of input
docunents when maki ng copies of a nultipage docunent.

It achieved this by storing the nmulti page docunent in
rasterized formand printing the required nunber of
copies fromthis buffer. D2 did not disclose a RIP
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because it did not need one, nor did it disclose
conpr essi on.

In summary, none of the cited prior art docunents

di scl osed using a "post-RI P" buffer which was | arger
than one page. This reflected the thinking at the
priority date of the patent which was to rasterize the
data when it was required, and not, as in the
invention, to store all of the data in rasterized form
Al t hough a nul ti page buffer had been known since 1978
from D2, no one had considered using it post-RI P until
the present inventor in 1987. In a conpetitive and fast
devel oping field such as printers, this was a further

i ndi cation of inventiveness.

In the first auxiliary request, the additional feature
of the print server, although known per se, enphasised
that the invention was in addition to the known pre-RI P
menory and was not nerely replacing it.

In the second auxiliary request, the feature of the
controll er neans all owed sinultaneous, and therefore
faster, conpressing and expandi ng of the nenory data.

The respondent argued as foll ows:

The techni ques for processing the rasterized data
disclosed in the prior art were not dependent on the
presence of a RIP. The presence of a RIP was therefore
not decisive and the skilled person woul d have
considered the prior art docunents fromthe point of
view of inproving the processing of rasterized data. In
any case, both D1 and D2 taught agai nst re-rasteri zing.
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In general, the decision whether to add nenory pre- or
post-RIP was sinply a matter of cost and speed.

The skilled person woul d have known that conpression
was a well known alternative to increasing the size of
a data nenory and this was indeed disclosed in the
patent at colum 3, lines 16 to 31. In addition, D3

di scl osed conpressing and storing rasterized data.

In fact, the systemof D3' was not different fromthat
of the patent. This was because, in the case of data
fromthe word processor, D3' also disclosed providing a
character generator which perforned the function of
rasterizing the data for several pages. In addition to
the reference at page 1, which used the sane terns
"digital inmage data" for both types of data, this could
be seen frompage 2 lines 102 to 108 which stated that
the signal format of the digital input unit 10, inmage
menory unit 11 and i nage data output unit 12 were
unified. Finally, on this point, it would not nmake
sense to have a RIP in a printer

The print server in the first auxiliary request was
known. The skilled person woul d have consi dered addi ng
a print server to a printer as a matter of routine
because they were i ndependent aspects.

There was hardly a nenory in the world which did not
have a controller neans as added in the second
auxiliary request. In particular, the DRAM control | er
30 of D3', described at page 3, lines 17 to 20, was an
exanpl e of the clained controller.
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Reasons for the Deci sion

1. The appeal conplies with Article 106 to 108 and Rul e 64
EPC and is, therefore, adm ssible.

2. In the main request, the appellant has only nmade m nor
corrections to the clains considered by the opposition
di vi sion which do not affect the assessnent of
i nventive step

3. The Board agrees conpletely with the reasoni ng of the
opposition division that |eads to the finding that the
subject-matter of clainms 1 and 2 (of the present nain
request) does not involve an inventive step.

4. The Board woul d however augnent the opposition
di vision's reasoning and al so take into account the
appel l ant's additional argunents and requests in the
appeal proceedi ngs.

5. I nventive step (main request)

5.1 It is common ground that conpared with D1 the invention
sol ves the problem of saving tinme when printing
coll ated sets of nultipage docunents. The appellant's
argunment is essentially that on the one hand the
skill ed person starting from Dl woul d not consi der
i ncreasing the size of the post-RI P nenory because D1
teaches a different solution, nanely increasing the
speed of the RIP. On the other hand, docunents which do
di scl ose a nultipage nenory for rasterized data, that
is D2 and D3', do not suggest a use with a RIP since
the data is already in rasterized form

1929.D Y A
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The Board notes that D1 does not in fact disclose the

i dea of producing collated sets of nultipage docunents.
D1 concerns the problem of increasing the data
processing speed to match the increased speed of a

| aser printer. Thus, starting fromDl, the Board
considers that the problemto be solved is how to
produce col |l ated sets of nultipage docunents at all. It
woul d clearly be an advantage to do this as fast as
possible. If the only other available prior art was the
techni que of repeatedly re-rasterizing a docunent in
the print queue, as described in the introductory part
of the patent, the Board agrees that the skilled person
m ght well arrive at the solution suggested by the
appel l ant, nanely using a single page nenory and a fast
RIP, as disclosed in D1, to re-rasterize repeatedly
each page as it is needed.

However, there is other prior art which solves the
probl em underlying the invention. In particular, D2
explicitly discloses another way of producing coll ated
sets of nultipage docunents. This is achieved by
storing all the data of a nultipage docunent in
rasterized formand electronically collating them as

cl ai med. The Board consi ders that when the skilled
person anal yses this docunent using comon genera

know edge in the art he would realise that the solution
to the problemis not dependent on the fact that the
data originates froma scanner, but could be applied to
any system which involves the processing of rasterized
data. Thus al t hough D2 does not explicitly suggest a
use with a RIP, the Board considers that the skilled
person woul d neverthel ess consider using the electronic
collation technique disclosed in D2 in the printer of
D1.
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Assum ng for the sake of argunent that the skilled
person does in fact have the prior art nentioned in the
patent, so that he is faced with both of the above
nmentioned solutions, the Board is of the opinion that
he woul d recogni se that the choice would depend on the
wel | known trade-off between speed and cost. Thus the
skilled person would appreciate that the nultipage
menory sol ution would be faster, but would require nore
menory, whereas the single page solution would be

sl ower but would require | ess nenory. The Board
therefore agrees with the respondent that the choice is
ultimitely only a matter of cost. In other words, the
Board is of the opinion that the aspect of D1 relating
to increasing the speed of the RIP is nerely one
element in a possible alternative solution, and it does
not teach against the clainmed solution as all eged by

t he appel | ant.

Simlarly, the Board judges that the skilled person
woul d appreciate that the feature in D3' of conpressing
rasterized data could be used in any situation to
reduce the nenory required to store rasterized data.
Again its use is subject to a simlar trade-off, albeit
slightly nore conplicated. In particular, it would be
cl ear that conpression would reduce the nenory

requi renent at the expense of speed and conpl exity.
Despite the opposite effect of rasterizing the whol e
docunent and conpressing the data on the nenory

requi renents and speed, the Board considers that it is
routine practice for the skilled person as a circuit
desi gner to bal ance up the overall trade-off depending
on the required specification. Thus, if the nenory were
t oo expensive, data conpression woul d be consi dered
providing it was not itself too expensive or too slow
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Finally, there are no surprising effects in the

rel ati onshi ps anongst the variables in the present case
whi ch woul d cause the known principles not to lead to
the predicted cost and perfornmance.

The above reasoning relies only on the aspect of D3'
that relates to conpressing and storing rasterized
data. The Board is therefore of the opinion that the
argunment applies irrespective of whether D3' discloses
storing and conpressing character code data in the
alternative where the data is provided by a word
processor, as alleged by the appellant.

In actual fact, the Board doubts that the "character
generator" nentioned in D3'" in connection with the word
processor has the neaning alleged by the appellant.
Firstly, the passage in D4 cited by the appellant,

whi ch states that the character generator converts dot

i mage data into character codes, appears to be in
error. This is because D4 states that the character
generator is incorporated into a printer which can only
process dot imge data so that it may be able to
receive both types of data. If the printer can already
process dot imge data, then the character generator
nmust enable the printer to receive character code data
for this statenent to be true. This inplies that the
character generator converts data from character code
forminto dot imge form Secondly, the latter neaning
of character generator is in accordance with the
Board's understandi ng of the traditional neaning of the
term whereby the device accepts character code data
and produces pixel data, that is rasterized data.
Finally, since the output of a word processor is

usual ly character code data it would be logically
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correct to connect it to such a character generator. On
the other hand, it would not nmake sense to connect a
word processor to a character generator according to
the appellant's interpretation because such a character
gener at or does not accept character code dat a.

In the light of the above interpretation it appears
that D3' is indeed very simlar to claiml as stated by
t he respondent.

The Board is accordingly of the opinion that the
subject-matter of claim1 of the main request does not
I nvol ve an inventive step.

Inventive step (first auxiliary request)

It is common ground that the use of a print server for
gueui ng print jobs as character code signals is a well
known techni que. The Board is of the opinion that the
use of a print server would not alter the above

menti oned considerations that |ead to the finding of
the lack of inventive step. The fact that the use of a
print queue woul d enabl e the above-nenti oned
alternative solution of repeated re-rasterization of a
docunent does not alter the fact that the clained
alternative is obvious for the reasons given above.

The Board is accordingly of the opinion that the
subject-matter of claim1 of the first auxiliary
request does not involve an inventive step.
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7. I nventive step (second auxiliary request)

7.1 The Board agrees with the respondent that the
advantages of a controller nmeans as clained in this
request are well known in the art. Furthernore, even
t hough the image nenory unit 11 in D3' does not
actual ly conpress and expand at the sane tine, the
Board agrees with the respondent that the DRAM
controller 30 in D3 nevertheless falls under the
definition of the clainmed controller.

7.2 The Board is accordingly of the opinion that the
subject-matter of claim1 of the second auxiliary
request does not involve an inventive step.

8. There being no other requests, it follows that the
appeal nust be dism ssed.

O der

For these reasons it Is decided that:

The appeal is dism ssed.

The Regi strar: The Chai r man:

M Ki ehl P. K J. van den Berg

1929.D



