TH'S OPI NI ON WAS NOT WRI TTEN FOR PUBLI CATI ON

The opinion in support of the decision being entered today (1)
was not witten for publication in a law journal and (2) is not
bi ndi ng precedent of the Board.
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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejection of
claims 1, 3 through 5, 7, 8, 10 and 14 through 19.
The invention relates to the neasurenent of phase and

intensity of ultrashort Iight pulses using an induced-grating

! Application for patent filed Cctober 26, 1992.
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aut ocorrel ati on techni que enpl oyi ng an i nstantaneously respondi ng
medi um
| ndependent claim1 is reproduced as foll ows:

1. A nethod for nmeasuring the intensity and phase of a
[ ight pulse, conprising the steps of:

inputting said light pulse to forma probe pul se;
providing a gate pul se having a variable tinme del ay;
conbi ning said gate pul se and said probe pulse within

an i nstantaneously respondi ng nonlinear mediumto form a signal
pul se functionally related to a tenporal slice of said probe
pul se corresponding to the tine delay between said probe pul se
and sai d gate pul se;

inputting said signal pulse to a wavel ength sel ective device
to output signal pulse field information conprising signal
intensity vs. frequency for a first value of said tinme delay; and

varying said tine delay over a range of values effective to
yield an intensity plot of signal intensity vs. frequency and
del ay.

The reference relied on by the Exam ner is as foll ows:
Rick Trebino et al. (Trebino), “Chirp and sel f-phase nodul ati on
in induced-grating autocorrelation nmeasurenents of ultrashort
pul ses,” Optics Letters, Vol. 15, No. 19, (Cctober 1, 1990),
pp. 1079-1081.

Claims 1, 3 through 5, 7, 8, 10 and 14 through 19 stand
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 102 as being anticipated by Trebino.

Rat her than repeat the argunents of Appellants or the
Exam ner, we nmake reference to the brief and the answer for the

details thereof.
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OPI NI ON

After a careful review of the evidence before us, we do not
agree with the Exam ner that the clainms are anticipated under 35
U S C 8§ 102 by Trebino.

It is axiomatic that anticipation of a claimunder 8 102 can
be found only if the prior art reference discloses every el enent
of the claim See In re King, 801 F.2d 1324, 1326, 231 USPQ 136
138, (Fed. G r. 1986) and Li ndemann Maschi nenfabrik GVBH v.
American Hoist & Derrick Co., 730 F.2d 1452, 1458, 221 USPQ 481
485, (Fed. Cir. 1984).

Appellants’ claim1l recites "conbining said gate pul se and
sai d probe pulse within an instantaneously respondi ng nonli near
mediumto forma signal pulse functionally related to a tenpora
slice of said probe pulse corresponding to the tinme delay between
sai d probe pul se and said gate pulse.” Appel lants’ claim 14
recites “an instantaneously responding nmedium | ocated for
recei ving said conbi ned pul ses and out putting a signal pulse
functionally related to said conbi ned pul ses; and a wavel engt h-
sel ective device for receiving said signal pulse and spectrally
resolving said signal pulse into signal intensity vs.

wavel ength.” Appel |l ants argue on pages 3-6 of the brief that the
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Exam ner has failed to establish that Trebino teaches the above
l[imtations.

Upon a careful review of Trebino, we fail to find that
Trebi no teaches an i nduced-grating ultrashort-pul se auto-
correlation technique that uses slowy responding nedia to
determ ne instantaneous frequency information. W fail to find
that Trebino teaches conbining said gate pul se and said probe
pul se wthin an instantaneously respondi ng nonlinear nediumto
forma signal pulse functionally related to a tenporal slice of
sai d probe pul se corresponding to the tine delay between said
probe pul se and said gate pulse, inputting the signal pulse to a
wavel ength sel ective device to output signal pulse field
information conprising signal intensity vs. frequency for a first
value of the tine delay and varying the tine delay to yield an
intensity plot of signal intensity vs. frequency and delay as set
forth in Appellants’ clains. W do note that in the second to
the | ast paragraph in colum 1 of page 1081, Trebi no does suggest
further research using instantaneously responding nedia, but this
invitation by itself fails to provide a teaching of Appellants’
clainmed invention. Therefore, we find that Trebino fails to

teach all of the limtations of clainms 1, 3 through 5, 7, 8, 10
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and 14 through 19, and thereby the clainms are not anticipated
under 35 U.S.C. 8 102 by Trebi no.

In view of the foregoing, the decision of the Exam ner
rejecting clains 1, 3 through 5, 7, 8, 10 and 14 through 19 is
reversed

REVERSED

KENNETH W HAI RSTON
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT
APPEALS
AND
| NTERFERENCES

JOHN C. MARTI N
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

M CHAEL R FLEM NG
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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