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This is a decision on the appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 134
fromthe examner's rejection of clains 1-3, 5, 6, 10-15 and
17-19. Cdainms 4, 7-9 and 16 stand wi t hdrawn from
consi deration by the examner as being directed to a
nonel ected i nvention.

The di scl osed invention pertains to a liquid crystal
di spl ay system having first and second displays for providing
i mges respectively to the left and right eyes of a viewer.
More particularly, the systemhas a video signal supplying
means whi ch includes a single driver circuit for providing a
common drive signal to both of the first and second di spl ays.

Representative claim1l is reproduced as foll ows:

1. Aliquid crystal display system conprising:

a pair of first and second |liquid crystal displays for
provi di ng respective inmages to left and right eyes;

vi deo signal supplying nmeans for supplying a video
signal corresponding to an image to the liquid crystal
di spl ays, said video signal supplying neans including a single
driver circuit which provides a conmon drive signal to both
said first and second liquid crystal displays;

di splay controlling neans for receiving said video
signal and for controlling said first and second liquid
crystal displays in response to an input control signa
supplied in accordance with the video signal by producing a
timng control signal to command one of a wite operation to
wite the video signal into said first and second |iquid
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crystal displays, and a hold operation to inhibit the wite
operation and instead to cause said first and second liquid
crystal displays to hold a previous signal of a previous
field; and

di stributing means for receiving said timng signa
fromsaid controlling neans and for distributing said timng
control signal between the pair of said first and second
liquid crystal displays.

The exam ner relies on the follow ng references:

Sunt ol a 4,907, 862 Mar. 13, 1990
Fujisawa et al. (Fujisawa) 4,926, 166 May 15, 1990
Sakari assen 5,032,912 July 16, 1991
Shi r ochi 5, 155,477 Cct. 13, 1992
Nakayoshi et al. (Nakayoshi) 5,357,277 Cct. 18, 1994

(filed Sep. 28,
1992)

Cains 1-3, 5, 6, 10-13, 15 and 17-19 stand rejected
under 35 U. S.C. 8 103 as bei ng unpatentable over the
col l ective teachings of Shirochi, Fujisawa and Sakari assen, or
the collective teachings of Shirochi, Fujisawa and Nakayoshi .
Claim 14 stands rejected under 35 U . S.C. §8 103 on either
conbi nation of teachings cited above, in further view of
Sunt ol a.

Rat her than repeat the argunents of appellants or the
exam ner, we make reference to the brief and the answer for
the respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON
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We have carefully considered the subject natter on
appeal, the rejections advanced by the exam ner and the
evi dence of obvi ousness relied upon by the exam ner as support
for the rejections. W have, |ikew se, reviewed and taken
into consideration, in reaching our decision, the appellants
argunments set forth in the brief along wth the exam ner's
rationale in support of the rejections and argunents in
rebuttal set forth in the exam ner's answer.

It is our view, after consideration of the record
before us, that the collective evidence relied upon and the
| evel of skill in the particular art would not have suggested
to one of ordinary skill in the art the obviousness of the
invention as set forth in clains 1-3, 5, 6, 10-15 and 17-19.
Accordingly, we reverse.

In rejecting clains under 35 U S.C. 8§ 103, it is
I ncunbent upon the exam ner to establish a factual basis to

support the | egal conclusion of obviousness. See In re Fine,

837 F.2d 1071, 1073, 5 USPQ2d 1596, 1598 (Fed. Cir. 1988). In
so doing, the exam ner is expected to nake the factua

determ nations set forth in Grahamv. John Deere Co., 383 U S.

1, 17, 148 USPQ 459, 467 (1966), and to provide a reason why
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one having ordinary skill in the pertinent art would have been
led to nodify the prior art or to conbine prior art references
to arrive at the clainmed invention. Such reason nust stem
fromsone teaching, suggestion or inplication in the prior art
as a whole or know edge generally avail able to one having

ordinary skill in the art. Uniroyal Inc. v. Rudkin-WI|ey

Corp., 837 F.2d 1044, 1051, 5 USPQRd 1434, 1438 (Fed. Cir.),

cert. denied, 488 U. S. 825 (1988); Ashland QI, Inc. v. Delta

Resins & Refractories, Inc., 776 F.2d 281, 293, 227 USPQ 657,

664 (Fed. Cir. 1985), cert. denied, 475 U S. 1017 (1986); ACS

Hospital Systens., Inc. v. Mntefiore Hospital, 732 F.2d 1572,

1577, 221 USPQ 929, 933 (Fed. Cir. 1984). These show ngs by
the exam ner are an essential part of conplying with the

burden of presenting a prima facie case of obviousness. Note

In re Cetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 1445, 24 USPQ2d 1443, 1444 (Fed.

Gir. 1992).

1. The rejection of clains 1-3, 5, 6,
10-13, 15 and 17-19 as unpatentable
over the teachings of Shirochi
Fuj i sawa and Sakari assen.

These clains stand or fall together [brief, page 7],

and we shall consider claim1 as the representative claim
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The exam ner cites Shirochi as teaching a liquid crystal

di splay systemin which a controller receives a video input
signal froma video tape recorder (VIR) and control signals
for controlling wite and hold actions. Shirochi was al so
cited by appellants as a teaching in generating noisel ess
speed change reproduction in a VIR  Shirochi does not

di scl ose a display for each eye of the viewer. The exam ner
cites Sakariassen as teaching the feature of separate displ ays
for the left and right eyes, and the exam ner asserts the
obvi ousness of conbining the teachings of Sakariassen with
those of Shirochi. This conbination still lacks the
recitation in claiml of a single driver circuit. The

exam ner cites Fujisawa as a teaching of a single driver for
driving two displays. According to the exam ner, the
col l ective teachings of these three references neet all the
limtations recited in claim1l.

Al t hough appel | ants nmake three specific argunents of
error in the examner’s position, we are primarily concerned
with the error designated as the second error by appellants.
This error relates to the propriety of using Fujisawa in the
manner suggested by the exam ner. Appellants argue that
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Fuj i sawa does not neet or suggest the recitation in claim1 of
a “single driver circuit which provides a common drive signa
to both said first and second liquid crystal displays” [brief,
page 11]. Appellants point out that Fujisawa applies one
drive signal to the CRT (CRT SYNC SIGNAL) and a different
drive signal to the LCD (LCD DRI VER CONTROL SIGNAL). The
exam ner responds that the single driver circuit in Fujisawa
(controller 4) provides a common drive signhal to drive both
the CRT and the LCD [answer, page 11].

Not w t hst andi ng the exam ner’s assertion to the
contrary, Fujisawa does not suggest the single driver circuit
providing a common drive signal to two displays. Although the
controller in Fujisawa may generate the drive signals based on
a conmmon video input signal, the output of the controller is
in the formof two different drive signals as argued by
appel lants. It appears to be the exam ner’s position that
since the video drive signals are derived fromthe same input
signals, then the recitations of the independent clains are
satisfied. However, the drive signals exist at the output of

the controller and not at the input. As pointed out by
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appel l ants, the two displays in Fujisawa recei ve separate
drive signals rather that a comon drive signal as clained.
In view of the above remarks, the exam ner has either

failed to properly interpret the clai mlanguage or has
i mproperly interpreted the teachings of Fujisawa or perhaps
both. Therefore, the exam ner has failed to properly address
t he obvi ousness of the claimed recitation of providing a
common drive signal to both displays using a single driver
circuit. In the absence of this explanation, we agree with
appel l ants that the exam ner has failed to establish a prinma
facie case of the obviousness of the invention set forth in
t he appeal ed cl ai ns. In Iight of the above
observations, the examner’'s rejection of clainms 1-3, 5, 6,
10- 13, 15 and 17-19 cannot be sust ai ned.

2. The rejection of claim14 as

unpat ent abl e over the teachi ngs of

Shirochi, Fujisawa, Sakariassen and
Sunt ol a.

Cl ai m 14 depends from i ndependent claim 11 consi dered
above. The additional citation of Suntola does not cure the

deficiencies in the conbi ned teachings of Shirochi, Fujisawa
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and Sakari assen di scussed above. Therefore, this rejection of
claim14 is al so not sustained.

3. The rejection of claims 1-3, 5, 6,
10-13, 15 and 17-19 as unpatentable
over the teachings of Shirochi
Fuj i sawa and Nakayoshi .

This rejection is simlar to the first rejection
di scussed above except that Nakayoshi is now cited instead of
Sakari assen. The exam ner cites Nakayoshi for the exact sane
reason as Sakariassen, that is, as a teaching of a
stereoscopic inmage LCD for the left and right eyes of a
viewer. Since the exam ner relies on Fujisawa for the sane
reasons di scussed above, and since the exam ner’s reasons have
been found to be erroneous, we also do not sustain this
separate rejection of clainms 1-3, 5, 6, 10-13, 15 and 17-19.
The additional separate rejection of dependent claim 14 based
on this conbination of references with Suntola added is

deficient for the sane reasons already di scussed.
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In summary, we have not sustained either of the
examner’s rejections of clains 1-3, 5, 6, 10-15 and 17-19
under 35 U.S.C. 8 103. Therefore, the decision of the

exam ner rejecting these clains is reversed.

REVERSED
)
ERRCL A. KRASS )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
)
)
) BOARD OF PATENT
JERRY SM TH )
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Adm ni strative Patent Judge APPEALS AND

| NTERFERENCES

M CHAEL R FLEM NG
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

Ronal d P. Kananen
MARKS & MJURASE

2001 L Street, N W
Suite 750
Washi ngt on, DC 20036
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