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Appllcatlon 07/883 171

This is an appeal from the final féjecgibnl(Paper No: 9) of

claims 1 and 3 through 25.

The disclbéé&:invention relates to an absorbing layer of a
cathode ray tube (CRT) located between an inner surface of a
faceplate and a phosphér-layer.

Claim 1 is iliu;trative of the claimed inﬁéﬁtion, and it reads

as follows{

Claim 1. A color cathode ray tubé'dompriSing:

a face plate including an inner surface onto which electron
beams are projected;
.«-a transparent fanctional f£ilm formed on an outer surface of
the face plate;

a tricolor phosphor layer, provided on the inner surface
side of the face plate including red, green and blue phosphors
which emit light,K when the electron beams are impinged thereon;
and P - '

an 1ntermedlate layer, hav1ng predetermlﬁed optical
characterlstlcs, prov1ded between the inner surface of the face
plate and the tricolor phosphor layer, wherein the intermediate
layer is a selective light absorption layer hav1ng a light
absorption characterlstlc common to the red, green and blue
phosphors. :
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The references relied on by the examiner are:

Maplre‘ ' 4,132,919 Jan. 2, 1979
Iwasaki et al. 5,200,667 Apr. 6, 1993
(Iwasaki) (filed May 3, 1$91)

Claims 1, 7 and 12 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b)
as being anticipated by Maple.

Claims 3 through 6, 10 and 13 through 18'stand~rejected
under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being unpatentable over Maple in view of

Iwasaki.

-

Claims 8, 9 and 11 stand;rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as
being unpétentable ovgr.Maplévin view of-well:known prior art as
exemplified by Iwasaki.
Claims 19 through 25 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as
being unpatentéble over Maplérin view ofadmittéd prior art.
Reference is made to the bfiefs énd the answers for the
respective positions Qf the éppellant and the examiner.

We have carefully considered the entire record before ué,

and we will reverse the 35 U.S.C. § 102 (b) rejection of claims 1,
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7 and 12, and tﬁe'35 ﬁ.S.C. § 103 rejections of claims 3 through
6, 8 through 11 and 13 through 25.

With respect to the 35 U.S.C. § 102(5) rejection of claim 1,
appellant argues that Maple fails to disclose an intermediate
layer being a selective light absorption layer having a light
absorption characteristic common to the red, green and blue
phosphors. (Brief, pages 20 through 22). 1In ?esponse, the
examiner argues that the intermediate layer of Mapie inherently
"can be"fa selective light abéorption‘layer wiﬂh a light
absorption characteristic common to the red, green and blue
phosphors. (Answer, page 3).

Maple discloses (column 7, lines 42 through 68) that a
quarter-wave homogeheous film 13 may be formed between faceplate
11 and the phosphor material 10 in order to prevent unwanted
reflections aﬁ the interface between the facéplate and the
phosphor material. The quarter-wave film simply compensates for
the reflections‘caused by the iﬁtersection of two materials, each

having a different refractive index. Appeéllant discloses

(specification, page 36), however, that the selective iight

.
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absorption layer Qf the claimed in&ention is:obtained by
diépersing and'ﬁixing thé particles of an inq;gaﬁic or'ofganic
pigment'pr dyé:;ith a binder. Such a layer'woﬁld clearly have a
light absorptibn chafacteristic common- Lo the‘;gdh green and blue
phosphors, while the intermediate layer of Maplé'wouid simply
increase the transmission of lgght by redu;i§§ fef1ections and
the resultinéinfé:féﬁeﬁceL raﬁhér than by absorbing light.

Thus, the claimed intermediate layer absorbs light while the

-
-

layer of Maplé;fécilitatés tﬁe transmissiocn of iiéht.

Maple diéﬁloses fc;lumn‘7, lines 42 ﬁhréugh-so) that a
nonabsorbing iﬁgomogeneous film may be used inAplace of the
homogeneoué‘film. The examiner argues (Answef, page 16} that
because fhélinhémogeﬁeausxfilm is describear;; "nonabsorbing",
the homogeneoﬁs ﬁilﬁ is imp1ici£ly abSorbiné.. The mere fact that
Maple discloseé.(column 7{ liﬁés 42 through 60) the use of a
nonabsorbiﬁg inhqmogéngqus film does not mean that the substitute
homogeneous film-wiil-neceésarily be absorbing. Maple discloses
(column 7, linesg 42 through 356) that these two types of film

differ in:thé;value of the minimum wavelength at which

N
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reflections ere reduced to zero, rether than disclosing that one
is absorbiné aﬁd the other is-not. The reflections may be-
redeced by absorption or, altefnativély, by transmission of the
light which would have been reflected. The latter seems to he
the method of Maple given its goal of correcting:for the
differences in the refractive indexes-of‘ehe faceplate and the
phosphor materielrusing a quartef—wave film. Furthermore, Maple

discloses (column 7, lines 53 -through 56) that both films may be

-

o

used ieterchaﬁgeably. Thus, we believe ﬁhat:Meple uses the term
"nonabsorbing“!te emphasize that the homogeneoue-film, as well as
the inhomogeneous film, both of which can be ﬁSed
interchangeebly, are'to be comprised of a nonabsorbing material.
Accordingly,‘we find that Maple does'noe diselose a
selective lighéxabsQrption layer, provided betweee ;he inner
surface of-the face.plate and the tricolor phegphor layer, having

a light absorption characteristic common to the red, green and

blue phosphors as required by claim 1. Thereforeywwe will

reverse the 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) rejection of claims 1 and 7.
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With respéet to the rejectioﬂ:of claim 12, appellant argues
that Maple does not disclose that its intermédia:e,1ayer is a
neutral ﬁi;Lgx_layer‘héﬁing uniforﬁ transmittance with respect to
the light emitted from the red, éfeen and.blue‘phééphors.
(Bfief, pgées-és'through 27} . In response, the examiner argues
that Maple.discioses such a layer. (Answer, pages 3 and 4).
Again, Méple discloaes.{column‘7, lines 42 through 68) that

a quarter-Wa€é5thogeneous film 13 may be formed between

-

faceplate 11 and’fhe phosphof materiai 10 in Qfder’;o prevent
unwanted reflections §t~tﬁ§ intérfaCelbétweén the faéeplate and
the phosphof mageriél. .The quarter wave film1simply compensates
for the reflect;oﬁéréauséd by the'intersedtiqn of two materials
having differeht refractive indexes. Aépellant discloses

(specification,

‘pages 44 and 45} that a neutral filﬁer layer, as

opposed to one with antistatic properties (specification, page

3s5) is obtainéd:by ispersihg and mixing the particles of an

inorganic or-orgag%b,pigment or dye with. a binder to create a

layer having*uhif@jm spectralltrénémittance; ‘Such a filter;layer

would have uniﬁérm transmittance (and corréspondingly,fﬁniform

N
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absorption causgd by tge pigment or dye) with fespect to the
light emitted ffom the red, green and blue phosphors, while the
layer of Maple would simply inérease the tranémission of light by
reducing interference, rather than by filtering. Thus, the
claimed intermediate layer is a filter which absorbs light, while
the layer of Maple, on the other hand, facilitates the
transmission of light. Accordingly, we will reverse the

35 U.S.C. § 102(b) rejection of claim 12.

2

We further find that Iwasaki discloses (coclumn 5, lines 56
through 67) placing an absorption layer on the outer surface of
the face plate, as wés already disclosed (specification, pages 5
through 6);in appellant's admitted prior art, which does not
compensate fdr the shortcomings of Maple. Thus, we will reverse

35 U.S.C. § 103 rejections of claims 3 through' 6, B‘through 11

and 13 through 25.
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DECISION
‘The decision of the examiner rejecting c¢laims 1, 7 and 12
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b), and claims 3 through 6, 8 through 11

and 13 through 25 under 35 U.5.C. § 103 is reversed.
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