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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 134 from
the examner's final rejection of clains 1, 10-14 and 20-25.
Clainms 8 and 9 have been canceled. Cdainms 2-7, 15-19, and 26-
27 have been objected to as containing allowabl e subject
matter but depending froma rejected claim
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! Application for patent filed Cctober 16, 1992. Assigned to Pitney Bowes
I nc.
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Chang et al. (Chang) Pat ent No. 4,933,616 June 12, 1990

The Rej ections on Appeal

Clainms 1, 10-14 and 20-25 stand finally rejected under
35 U S.C 8§ 102(b) as being anticipated by Chang.

The | nventi on

The invention is directed to a method and apparatus for a
sheet processing system The independent clains are clains 1,
14 and 24. which are reproduced bel ow

1. A sheet processing system conprising:

a) sheet handling apparatus, said apparatus including a
first input for input of a control signal for determ ning the
rate at which said apparatus processes sheets;

b) a sheet feeder for input of sheets to said apparatus,
sai d feeder producing a signal during input of a sheet
characteristic of said sheet;

c) neans responsive to said characteristic signal and
connected to said first input for generating said contro
signal in accordance with said characteristic signal so that
the processing rate of said apparatus is reduced if said sheet
is likely to jamin said apparat us.

14. A nethod for controlling a sheet handling apparatus
to reduce janms, conprising the steps of:

a) nonitoring a signal produced during input of a sheet,
sai d signal being characteristic of said sheet;

b) generating a control signal for controlling the
processing rate of said apparatus in response to said
characteristic signal so that the processing rate is reduced
if said sheet is likely to jamin said apparatus.
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24. A sheet processing system conprising:

a) sheet handling apparatus, said apparatus including a
first input for input of a control signal for determning the
rate at which said apparatus processes sheets;

b) a sheet feeder for input of sheets to said apparatus,
sai d feeder producing a signal during input of a sheet
characteristic of said sheet;

c) neans responsive to said characteristic signal and
connected to said first input for generating said contro
signal in accordance with said characteristic signal.

Qi ni on

W affirmthe rejection of clains 1, 10-14, 20, 21 and
23-25. We reverse the rejection of claim22.

Qur opinion is based solely on the argunents nmade by the
appel lants in the appeal brief. Argunments which could have
been rai sed but which are not before us, are not at issue and
are consi dered wai ved.

The rejection of claim?22 as being anticipated by Chang
is summarily reversed. C aim 22 depends fromclaim18 which
has been indicated as containing all owabl e subject matter but
dependent froma rejected claim Thus, no proper basis exists
for rejecting claim?22. Rather, on this record, it should be
objected to, like claim 18, as containing allowabl e subject

matter but dependent froma rejected claim i.e., claim1.
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The appel l ants argue that while the clainmed invention
requires a control signal for determning the rate of
processi ng of the sheet processing apparatus, Chang discl oses
only a nethod for neasuring the speed of a mail piece. The
argunent is erroneous and m splaced. Chang discl oses (bottom
of columm 5 to the top of colum 6) that upon arrival of the
| eadi ng edge of an envel ope to the second speed sensor 68, the
m croconputer estimates the mail speed and determ nes the new
conveyor | N SPEED for the mailing machine 10, and al so
det erm nes the new PEAK- DRUM SPEED of the nmiling machine
relative to the new IN-SPEED. In lines 46-52 of colum 6,
Chang further discloses that as the | eadi ng edge of an
envel ope arrives at the start slowdown point (Q, the
m croconputer sets the conveyor GOAL SPEED to equal to the
comput ed desired PEAK-DRUM SPEED and sets variables to ranp
down conveyor stepper notor 24 of the transport system 20 in
mai | i ng machine 10. Accordingly, it is clear that the
transport system 20 in the mailing machine 10 is caused to
sl ow down in response to the detected nmail speed when an
envel ope gets sufficiently close to the print drum of the

mai | i ng machi ne. Chang does not sinply neasure or estimate
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the incomng mail speed. Rather, real events and activities
occur in response to the detecting of the incomng nmail speed.

The i ncom ng speed of an envelope is characteristic of
the incom ng envel ope, given the appellants’ disclosure in
their own specification (page 3, line 38 to page 4, line 7)
that the notor drive current of sheet feeder 20 is the
preferred source of characteristic signals of the incom ng
sheets. Modtor drive currents reflect the speed of the feeder
20. Accordingly, Chang does disclose the production of a
signal characteristic of the incom ng sheets.

Finally, the appellants argue that while the cl ained
i nvention slows down the sheet processing speed if the sheet
is likely to jamin the apparatus, Chang sl ows down the
processi ng speed after a jam has al ready occurred, citing
colum 6, lines 11-17, of Chang. However, a reasonable
readi ng of Chang reveals that the cited portion describes only
a further feature for handling the occurrence of a jam and not
the ordinary operations of the mailing nmachi ne.

The cited portion inmrediately follows the introduction of

a "mail jamtineout counter,” and the rest of colum 6's

description, beginning on line 19, appears to describe the
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regul ar operations of the mailing machine. 1In lines 46-52, it
is described that the conveyor is set to a GOAL SPEED equal to
t he PEAK- DRUM SPEED (print drum sl ew speed) when the envel ope
arrives at the start slowdown point (Q. See also the
flowmchart illustrated in Chang’s Figure 8B. It is clear that
the slowdown is a built-in stage for processing and is
initiated even when no jam has been detected. Also, it is
inmplicit that the sl owmown of the conveyor speed to match the
print drumslew speed is to avoid a jamthat would be caused
by conveyor 20's running faster than the printing station 70
can print. Here, the conveyor speed represents the processing
rate of the sheet processing apparatus.

The appellants refer to parts of the flow chart shown in
Figure 13. But Figure 13 is only a "shut down" subroutine
whi ch includes procedures for clearing a jam by noving the
mai | i ng machi ne conveyor very slowy. That is not
i nconsi stent with sl ow ng down the conveyor speed to match the
PEAK- DRUM SPEED of the printing assenbly during ordinary
processing wthout a jam

Accordi ngly, the appellants’ argunment is wthout merit.

The appel lants may not ignore those portions which anticipate
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the clained invention and recogni ze only a feature of Chang
whi ch does not involve the appellants’ clained invention.
Moreover, it should be noted that the appellants’ independent
claim 24 states nothing with regard to sl owi ng down the
processing if a sheet is likely to jam Wth respect to
clainms 24 and 25, the appellants’ argunent is not comensurate
i n scope with what has been cl ai ned.

For the foregoing reasons, we sustain the rejection of
clains 1, 10-14, 20, 21 and 23-25 as being antici pated by

Chang.

Concl usi on

The rejection of clains 1, 10-14, 20, 21, and 23-25 under
35 U.S.C. 8 102(b) as being anticipated by Chang is affirned.

The rejection of claim?22 under 35 U. S.C. 8§ 102(b) as
bei ng antici pated by Chang is reversed.

No time period for taking any subsequent action in
connection with this appeal may be extended under 37 CFR

§ 1.136(a).

AFFI RVED- | N- PART
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