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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

The exam ner rejected clains 1 and 12. The appellants

appeal therefromunder 35 U.S.C. 8§ 134(a). W affirm

BACKGROUND

The invention at issue in this appeal generally rel ates

to laying out characters in a defined area, e.g., for the

printing surface of a | abel. Conventional character | ayout

used in word processors, for exanple, enploys a uniform
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layout. If a nunber of characters is small for the width (A)
of a printing area, the characters are laid out with an
extrenely wi de spacing (B) therebetween as shown in Figure 25A
of the appellants’ specification. Because the resulting
printed i mage includes blank portions |arger than character
portions, it |acks profoundness and gi ves a poor inpression.

In contrast, the invention |ays out characters according to
the relation B>D>0, where Dis the width of a margin. 1In the

| ayout shown in Figure 25B of the specification, for exanple,
D = B/2. The characters shown therein are laid out in a well

bal anced manner.

Claiml, which is representative for present purposes,
fol | ows:

1. A character |ayout nethod for |aying out,
for printing, each of characters included in each
character string on one or a plurality of lines
within a generally rectangular frame having a
predetermned width in a direction, conprising the
st eps of:

| ayi ng out said each character so as to satisfy
B>D>0, where D is the dinension of a margi n between
an edge of said frane and a character at an end of
said string, and B is the dinmension of an inter-
character spaci ng between adjacent characters; and
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printing the franme of laid out characters.

The prior art applied by the exam ner in rejecting the
clains follows:

H rono et al. (“Hirono”) 5,230, 572 July
25, 1993.

Claims 1 and 12 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 8 102(b) as

antici pated by Hirono.

OPI NI ON
After considering the record, we are persuaded that the
examner erred in rejecting clains 1 and 12. Accordingly, we

reverse.

Rat her than reiterate the positions of the exam ner or
appellants in toto, we address the main point of contention
t her ebetween. The exam ner asserts, "Hrono et al. fully
di scuss their ‘spacing process’ beginning at the top of col.
13 and extending through to the end of the patent. The
Exam ner particular refers Appellant to various key vari abl es

and their definitions in Hrono et al., nanmely: ‘character
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width MW, ‘defined printing length SL’, ‘actually printable
length JL', ‘printable dot columm count ND, ‘margin space
YS , ‘character spacing MN, etc." (Examner's Answer at 7.)
The appel l ants argue, "the reference sinply does not disclose
or suggest satisfying B>D>0, where Dis the dinension of a
mar gi n between an edge of the contour or frame and a character
at an end of said string, and B is the dinension of an inter-
character spaci ng between adjacent characters.” (Appeal Br.

at 4.)

In deciding anticipation, “the first inquiry nmust be into
exactly what the clains define.” In re Wlder, 429 F2d 447,
450, 166 USPQ 545, 548 (CCPA 1970). Here, clains 1 and 12
specify laying out the characters of a character string "so as
to satisfy B>D>0, where D is the dinension of a margi n between
an edge of said franme and a character at an end of said
string, and B is the dinension of an inter-character spacing
bet ween adj acent characters. . . ." Accordingly, the clains

require inter alia laying out characters of a character string
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so that a nmargin between an edge of a franme and a character at

an end of the string is greater than zero.

“[ H aving ascertai ned exactly what subject matter is
bei ng cl ai ned, the next inquiry nust be into whether such
subject matter is novel.” WIder, 429 F2d at 450, 166 USPQ at
548. “A claimis anticipated only if each and every el enent
as set forth inthe claimis found, either expressly or
i nherently described, in a single prior art reference.”
Verdegaal Bros., Inc. v. Union G| Co., 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2
UsP2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987) (citing Structural Rubber
Prods. Co. v. Park Rubber Co., 749 F.2d 707, 715, 223 USPQ
1264, 1270 (Fed. Cir. 1984); Connell v. Sears, Roebuck & Co.
722 F.2d 1542, 1548, 220 USPQ 193, 198 (Fed. Cir. 1983);

Kal man v. Kinberly-C ark Corp., 713 F.2d760, 771, 218 USPQ

781, 789 (Fed. Gr. 1983)).

Here, contrary to the clainmed |limtations, H rono
di scl oses | aying out characters of a character string so that

a margin is equal to zero. Specifically, “step S126 is
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reached in which a check is nade to determ ne whether the
margin space YSis zero.” Col. 14, |. 9-11. If the margin
space YSis found to be 0 in step S126, step S128 is reached
in which the flag AF is reset, and control is returned as
above.” Col. 14, Il. 18-21. Simlarly, “[i]f the margin
space value Sd is found to be O in step S143, step S144 is
reached in which the flag AF is reset.” Col. 15, Il. 8-10.
Accordingly, we are not persuaded that the reference discloses
| aying out the characters of a character string "so as to
satisfy B>D>0, where D is the dinension of a margin between an
edge of said frane and a character at an end of said string,
and B is the dinmension of an inter-character spacing between
adj acent characters. . . ." Therefore, we reverse the

rejection of clains 1 and 12.

CONCLUSI ON

In summary, the rejection of clains 1 and 12 under 8

102(b) is reversed.

REVERSED
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