BESCHWERDEKAMVERN
DES EUROPAI SCHEN

BOARDS OF APPEAL OF
THE EUROPEAN PATENT

PATENTAMTS OFFI CE
Internal distribution code:
(A) [ ] Publication in QJ
(B) [ ] To Chairnmen and Menbers
(O [X] To Chairnen
(D) [ 1 No distribution
DECI SI ON
of 28 June 2002
Case Nunber: T 0475/ 00 -
Appl i cati on Nunber: 92200770. 3
Publ i cati on Nunber: 0505006
| PC: HO4B 1/ 20

Language of the proceedi ngs: EN
Title of invention:

Local
system

Pat ent ee:
D2B Systens Co. Ltd.

Opponent :

CHAMBRES DE RECOURS
DE L' OFFI CE EUROPEEN
DES BREVETS

3.5.1

communi cati on bus system and apparatus for use in such a

| nt er essengenei nschaft fur Rundfunkschutzrechte GrbH

Schut zrecht sverwertung & Co. KG

Headwor d:
Bus system D2B SYSTENMS

Rel evant | egal
EPC Art. 56

provi si ons:
Keywor d:
"l nventive step (yes)"

Deci si ons cited:
T 0115/ 85

Cat chword

EPA Form 3030 10.93



9

Européisches
Patentamt

European
Patent Office

Beschwerdekammern Boards of Appeal

Office européen
des brevets

Chambres de recours

Case Nunber: T 0475/00 - 3.5.1

DECI SI ON

of the Technical Board of Appeal 3.5.1

Appel | ant :
( Opponent)

Repr esent ati ve:

Appel | ant :
(Proprietor of the patent)

Repr esent ati ve:

Deci si on under appeal:

Conposition of the Board:

Chai r nan:
Menber s: R S. Whbergh

P. Mihl ens

of 28 June 2002

I nt er essengenei nschaft

f ir Rundfunkschut zrecht e GrbH
Schut zrecht sverwertung & Co. KG
Bahnst rasse 62

D- 40210 Diassel dorf (DE)

Ei chstadt, A fred, D pl.-Ing.
Maryni ok & Ei chst adt

Kuhber gst rasse 23

D- 96317 Kronach (DE)

D2B Systenms Co. Ltd.
Bet chwort h House
57-65 Station Road
Redhi | |

Surrey RHL 1DL (GB)

Whi t e, Andrew Gordon
Cross (Oak Lane

Redhi | |

Surrey RHL 5HA (GB)

S. V. Steinbrener

Interlocutory decision of the Qpposition Division
of the European Patent O fice posted 29 March
2000 concerni ng mai nt enance of European patent
No. 0 505 006 in amended form



-1 - T 0475/ 00

Summary of Facts and Subm ssi ons

2104.D

This decision is concerned with appeal s by the patent
proprietor and the opponent against the interlocutory
deci sion of the Opposition Division finding European
Patent No. 0 505 006 in anmended formto neet the
requi renents of the Convention.

The appel | ant opponent had opposed the patent on the
grounds that the invention was not new or did not

i nvolve an inventive step (Article 100(a) EPC). Anobng
t he docunents cited were:

D1: EP-A-0 369 382

El: DE-A-38 15 560

E2: R A Pitsch, "D nensia: The next dinension of
si ght and sound”, RCA Engi neer 30-4, July/August
1985, p. 66-70.

According to the decision the subject-matter of claiml
of the patent as granted was not novel over El1 and E2
(the two docunments were seen as a single disclosure due
to a reference to E2 in E1). Cdaim1 of the patent
proprietor's then auxiliary request - based on claim3
of the patent as granted - was however regarded as

al l owable. This claimread as foll ows:

"A | ocal comuni cation bus system conprising a serial
control bus (16) attached to a plurality of addressable
devi ces (10, 12,14), each device including at |east one
functional elenent addressable via the bus as a
subdevi ce (20, 22,24), the subdevices in the system

i ncludi ng a user output subdevice (46) for displaying
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status information of one or nore devices of the system
to a user of the systemand a first control subdevice
(41) for initiating the display of such status
information, the first control subdevice (41) including
nmeans for generating a device information request
nmessage addressed to a device (10,12) different from
the device (14) which contains the first control
subdevice (41), and the addressed device including a
second control subdevice (27,29) responsive to such a
request nessage for determ ning the required status

i nformation; wherein the second control subdevice is
arranged to conpose a formatted user-readabl e nessage
and transmt the user-readabl e nessage directly or via
one or nore other control subdevices of the systemto
t he user output subdevice (46) for display,
characterised in that the first control subdevice (41)
is configured to include in the device information
request nessage a field specifying a format for the
user-readabl e nessage and in that the second control
subdevice (27,29) is responsive to the said field to
conpose the user-readabl e nessage in accordance with
the specified format".

Both the patent proprietor and the opponent appeal ed
agai nst this deci sion.

The patent proprietor requested that the patent be

mai ntai ned as granted or, as an auxiliary request, that
it be upheld in the form maintained by the Opposition
Division. Furthernore, the reasoning of the decision
was said to be deficient, which anbunted to a
substantial procedural violation.

The opponent requested that the patent be revoked.
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In a comuni cation pursuant to Article 11(2) of the
Rul es of Procedure of the Boards of Appeal, the Board
addressed in particular the question of a substanti al
procedural violation and stated its opinion that the
deci sion was sufficiently reasoned.

Oral proceedi ngs before the Board were held on 28 June
2002. In the course of the proceedi ngs the patent
proprietor withdrew its previous main request and

i nstead requested that the patent be maintained in the
form upheld by the Opposition Division, or, as an
auxiliary request, on the basis of claim8 as upheld by
t he Opposition Division.

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

At the end of the oral proceedings the Chairnman
announced the Board's deci sion.

Reasons for the Decision

1

2104.D

The i nventi on

The invention is a | ocal comuni cation bus system
connecting a plurality of devices. A screen is provided
(out put subdevice 46) on which status information about
a device can be displayed. The request for displaying
such information is initiated by a first control
subdevice and transmtted to the device whose status is
asked for. That device contains a second control
subdevi ce whi ch conposes a "user-readabl e" nessage and
transmts it to the output subdevice for display. The
format of the user-readabl e nessage is specified in the
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request sent by the first control subdevice. It is
explained in the description that the system does not
need to interpret the content of the user-readable
nmessage (colum 9, lines 23 to 35). This is said to
have advantages, one being that a device in the system
is not required to have informati on about other devices
in order to initiate the display of a status nessage.

Construction of claim1l

The di scussion at the oral proceedings before the Board
centred on the expression "user-readabl e". The patent
proprietor argued that it effectively inplied that the
di spl ayed nessage was in a natural |anguage (cf.

colum 9, lines 53 of the patent in suit). The opponent
on the other hand took the viewthat it was hardly
l[imting at all since all kinds of users nust be

consi dered, including service-nmen who woul d under st and
system nessages whatever their form

Normal |y, an apparatus cannot be defined in terns of
the skills of prospective users of the apparatus (cf.
Rule 29 EPC. "The clainms shall define the matter for
whi ch protection is sought in terns of the technical
features of the invention"). It appears even | ess
appropriate to define sub-groups of users, such as
servi ce-nen, for whomthe apparatus m ght or m ght not
be intended. The Board therefore agrees with the
opponent that a narrow interpretation of the expression
"user-readabl e" woul d be inappropriate and takes the
view that there is no constraint on the kind of
representation on the display. It could consist of
plain text, abbreviations, synbols or images, binary or
hex code, etc. Still, considering the feature in the
light of the description the Board finds that it is not
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entirely void of technical neaning. As confirned by the
description, status information transmtted by the
second control device need not be converted - e.g. by
means of a | ook-up table in the display device which
associ ates the incomng data with predeterm ned text
nmessages - in order to be displayed. This should be
contrasted wth the hypothetical situation that a
transmtted nessage cannot be displayed because a
converter in the display does not recognise it. For
exanple, if the conversion were defined for certain
devices only, a nessage conposed by a different device
woul d be lost. Whether information to be displayed is

| ost or not is regarded as having technical
significance, follow ng decision T 115/85 (QJ EPO

1990, 030) according to which "giving visual indications
automatical ly about conditions prevailing in an
apparatus or systemis basically a technical problent.
Therefore, the arrangenent by which the second control
devi ce conposes "user-readabl e" nessages is regarded as
a technically limting feature of the clainmed bus
system

| nventive step

The opponent has argued that E2, describing the

"Di nensi a" system anticipates the subject-matter of
claim1l as granted (ie the features of the pre-
characterising portion of claim21 now under

consi deration) and renders the invention obvious.
According to E2 an interrogated device sends a status
nmessage which "can be as long as 16 bytes in length..
The status information can include nunbers such as
counter val ues, current band nunbers, tinme remaining,
etc. The status is then displayed on the screen”
(page 68, bottom of 3rd colum). The opponent
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understands the indication "as long as 16 bytes" in the
way that the nessage could al so be shorter, sonething
which the initiating device would have to specify in

t he device information request nessage (cf. the
characterising portion of claim1l).

The patent proprietor is of the view that the status
nmessage in E2 is not "user-readable". Instead, the
status nmessage nust be assuned to be converted into a
nmessage to be displayed, as indicated at the end of
page 69: "Tasks related to system operation include..
converting status from system conponents to on-screen
di spl ay nessages...". The 16 byte format nentioned in
E2 was thus not in respect of a user-readabl e signal.
The format of the nmessage actually displayed was not at
al | descri bed.

On this point the Board agrees with the patent
proprietor. It appears that E2 can indeed be understood
in the way that the transm ssion fromthe interrogated
device is replaced by a nessage which is displayed, and
it is not clear what would happen if the transmtted
bytes were not recognised by the system It follows
that the feature "user-readable” (in the nmeaning of the
patent in suit, see point 2.2 above) is not clearly and
unambi guously disclosed in E2. Nor is it an obvious
addition. If the technical aimis seen as avoiding the
need for devices to be inforned about other devices of
the system (cf. point 1 above), E2 does not nmention it.
It is true that the inportance of "future
conpatibility” and "maximumutility with future

D nensi a conponents" i s enphasised, but these goals
seemto be achieved chiefly by nmeans of "uniform
formats" (page 66, first two colums). This is very
general and mght nmerely inply that devices should be
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conpatible (at sone |evel).

User -readabl e nessages can be expected to be
conparatively |long, which neans that they would only be
transmtted over the bus if the skilled person saw a
good reason for doing so. In the absence of such a
reason the invention according to claim1l nust be
regarded as involving an inventive step.

The opponent has argued that any electrical signal from
a device would have to be converted in order to be

di spl ayed, al so the "user-readabl e nessages” according
to the invention. This is naturally not denied.

| mportant is however the kind of conversion enpl oyed.
| f any status signal is such that it can be converted
and di splayed (in whatever fornm) wthout |oss of
information, then the nmessages are user-readabl e. But
if only a limted nunber of signals can be processed,
e.g. because the on-screen display nessages are
predeterm ned (which could be the case in E2), the
status signals are not generally user-readabl e.

The opponent has furthernore pointed to colum 2,
lines 34 to 43 of the patent in suit, where it is
stated that the initiating subdevice may "conbi ne or
substitute the user nmessage fromthe addressed contro
subdevice with user nmessages of its own and/or user
nmessages acquired or received fromfurther addressed
control subdevices, and transmt the conbined user
nmessage to the user output subdevice for display". In
t he opponent's view this passage shows that nessages
frominterrogated devices may be replaced, just as they
appear to be in E2, so that there is in fact no

di fference between the invention and this prior art.
This argunment is however not found to be convincing.
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According to claim1l the second control subdevice is
"arranged to conpose a formatted user-readabl e
nmessage”". This is an apparatus feature and i ndependent
of the final fate of the nessage. In other words, even
if a user-readabl e nessage is replaced, it was stil
conposed in such a way that it woul d have been suitable
for display. In E2, however, it is not apparent that
the status transm ssions can be displayed at all unless
they are replaced by on-screen display nessages.

3.6 As to docunment D1, the opponent has not argued that the
i nventi on woul d be rendered obvious by this docunent.
Still, some comments on D1 might be appropriate. This
docunent concerns a comuni cation bus system capabl e of
di splaying certain status information to the user, such
as "VIR ON' (see Figure 6A). This nessage does not
originate in a subdevice but is the result of a
conversion of a string of hex code generated by a
subdevice. This is in fact the kind of prior art on
which the invention is intended to inprove (cf. the
patent in suit, colum 1, line 25 to colum 2,

[ine 12). If however the hex code for some reason
cannot be converted, it is displayed as it is

(Figure 7B). The Board accepts the opponent's view that
this case corresponds to the display of a formatted
user - readabl e nessage conposed by a control device, as
set out in the pre-anble of claiml. But since the hex
code is not the desired output, the skilled person
woul d have had no reason to permt the (requesting)
first control subdevice to specify its format.
Therefore D1 does not suggest the characterising
portion of claim1.

3.7 It follows that claim1 is acceptable. Independent
claim8, directed to an apparatus for use as an

2104.D Y A



-9 - T 0475/ 00

addressabl e device in such a bus system is allowable
for the sane reasons.

4. The patent proprietor's auxiliary request

Since the Board finds that the patent should be

mai ntai ned in the version upheld by the Opposition
Division there is no need to consider the patent
proprietor's auxiliary request for maintenance in a
nore limted form

Or der

For these reasons it is decided that:

The appeal s are di sm ssed.

The Regi strar: The Chai r man:

M Ki ehl S. Stei nbrener

2104.D



