THL'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 an appeal fromthe final rejection of Clains 1-7 and
9-11. The other claimremaining in the application is C aim8,
whi ch has been indicated as directed to patentabl e subject
matter. Final Rejection at 7.

W reverse.

! Application for patent filed January 25, 1993.
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BACKGROUND
The cl ai ns
Appellants” Caimlis illustrative of the invention
involved in the present appeal:
1. A CRT di splay device conpri sing:

a CRT (cathode-ray tube) which includes a shadow
mask, el ectron beam projection neans, and a gl ass tube
with said shadow mask and said el ectron beam projection
means built therein;

said glass tube including a tube face which is
irradiated with an el ectron beam passed through said
shadow nmask, thereby displaying a picture on said tube
face;

sai d shadow mask bei ng arranged inside said glass
t ube;

a housing in which said glass tube is disposed and
whi ch includes a ground term nal and an openi ng through
whi ch said tube face projects; and

shi el d means connected to said ground term nal and
arranged so as to confront that part of said CRT
di spl ay device which extends from a peripheral edge of
sai d shadow mask to a peripheral edge of said tube face
of said CRT, so as to cover at |least said part, said
shi el d neans bei ng nade of a conductive material and
bei ng arranged outside said glass tube.

The rejections

The exam ner relies on the followng prior art:

Dougherty et al. (Dougherty) 4,710,670 Dec. 1, 1987
Suehiro et al. (Suehiro) 4,858, 016 Aug. 15, 1989
Lill et al. (Lill) 3,952,152 Apr. 20, 1976
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Clains 1-5, 7, and 9-11 stand rejected under 35 U . S.C. § 103
as unpat ent abl e over Dougherty in view of Suehiro. Final
Rejection at 2. Claimé6 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. 8 103 as
unpatentable over Lill. Final Rejection at 5.

The invention

The disclosed invention relates to shielding a CRT user from
el ectromagnetic radiation. Specification at 1. Wth reference
to Figure 2, the invention is concerned wth radi ation 8b | eaking
around the edge of a shadow mask 5. Shield 4a is placed to stop
such radiation fromexiting out the front of CRT housing 3. An
alternative enbodinment is shown in Figure 5. In addition to
being fornmed on the CRT's front surface as in Figure 2, the
shield 4b in Figure 5 is also formed on the CRT' s side surfaces.
Specification at 15, |ines 2-5.

The prior art

Dougherty is concerned with shielding a CRT from externa
interference. Figure 2A shows a shield 48 and 30 which shields
the CRT's electron beans fromstray magnetic flux transverse to
the tube axis. Colum 7, lines 6-10. The stray flux is shown as
flux 54, 56, 58, and 60 in Figure 2A

Suehiro is concerned with shielding a CRT from externa

interference and providing an anti-explosion band to prevent
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scattering of broken tube pieces. Suehiro describes Figure 1's
shield 6 and anti-explosion band 2 as prior art. Colum 1, lines
10-47. Suehiro’s invention involves conbining the shield and
anti - expl osi on band as shown in Figures 2-5. Colum 2,
i nes 39-46.

Lill is concerned with shielding a CRT user from
el ectromagnetic radiation. Colum 1, lines 31-44. This is
acconplished wth a wire nesh screen 20 covering the entire
viewi ng area of the CRT's face 12. Colum 2, lines 4-11. An
epoxy adhesive is used to bond el enents together. Colum 2,
i nes 46-57.

DI SCUSSI ON

Claim1l recites a shield connected to a ground term nal .
Appel l ants argue that the cited art does not disclose or suggest
a ground term nal connected to a shield. Appeal Brief at 18-109.
The exam ner contends that the ground term nal is suggested by
Suehiro’s securing shield 6 to a cabinet with screws and that
Dougherty’s frane 30 is connected to funnel coating 26 which is
electrically connected to ground. Examner’s Answer at 7. W
agree with appell ants.

As pointed out by appellants, Suehiro does not indicate that

the cabinet is conductive or that the connection to the cabi net
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results in connecting the shield to ground. Appeal Brief at 19.
There is no indication in the cited art that the screws forma
grounding circuit with the cabinet. Suehiro’'s shield 3 and band
2 function as part of a magnetic circuit. Colum 2, lines 39-45.
The exam ner provides no reason why el enents of the magnetic
circuit would be electrically grounded. There is sinply no
suggestion to add the recited ground term nal to Suehiro.

Wth respect to Dougherty, we do not agree with the
exam ner’s finding that funnel coating 26 is electrically
conductive to ground. Examner’s Answer at 9, lines 19-20. As
appel l ants point out (Appeal Brief at 19, lines 8-16),
Dougherty’s funnel coating is adapted to receive a high
electrical potential. Colum 5, lines 12-14. The exam ner
of fers no reason why an el enent adapted to receive a high
el ectrical potential would be electrically grounded. There is no
suggestion in Dougherty to attach the shield to a ground
term nal

The cited art as a whol e does not suggest connecting a
shield to a ground termnal as recited. Therefore, we do not

sustain the rejection of claiml.
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Cainms 2-5, 7, and 9-11

Clains 2-5, 7, and 9-11 recite the ground term nal addressed
above. Therefore, we do not sustain the rejection of these
clainms for the sanme reason as for Caim1 discussed above.
Claim6

Claim6 recites a nethod including the step of coating an
inner wall of the housing with a resin which contains conductive
particles to forma conductive shield. The exam ner contends
that it would have been obvious to use resin instead of epoxy as
a bondi ng substance in Lill because resin and epoxy are
i nt erchangeabl e and well known in the art. Appellants argue that
even if that were so, there is no suggestion to use a resin which
contains conductive particles. Appeal Brief at 25, |ines 19-25;
Reply Brief at 11, lines 1-9. W agree with appellants.

The sol e reference does not nention resin. The exam ner
proffers no notivation to replace Lill’s epoxy with conductive
resin. As appellants point out (Appeal Brief at 10), Lill uses
epoxy to achieve a strong bond. Colum 2, |lines 46-58. W
di scern no suggestion in the cited art to substitute conductive
resin as the bondi ng agent.

Thus, we do not sustain the rejection of C aim6.
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CONCLUSI ON
W reverse the rejection of Cains 1-7 and 9-11.

REVERSED

JERRY SM TH
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT
JAMESON LEE

Adm ni strative Patent Judge APPEALS AND

| NTERFERENCES

JAMVES T. CARM CHAEL
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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