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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 134 from
the Examner's final rejection' of clains 45-99. However,
Appel I ants have wi thdrawn from appeal the final rejection of
clains 45-51, 55-57, 61, 62, 64, 82, 88, 90-95 and 96 (bri ef

at page 1). The appeal as to these clains is therefore

! An anendnent after the final rejection was filed as
Paper No. 11, and its entry was approved by the Exam ner; see
Paper
No. 13.
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dism ssed. dains 1-44 have been canceled. dainms 52, 58-60,

63, 65, 66, 72, 73, 81, 83-87, 89, and 97-99 renmain on appeal .

The disclosed invention is directed to an inkjet
recordi ng apparatus. The conventional inkjet recording
apparatus typically suffers frominferior recording quality
due to bl eeding and/or flowi ng of the ink, which often results
in contam nation of the recording apparatus. The present
i nvention overcones this problem by providing a heating
el ement in each of the passages for heating the recording ink
and the coating material. Oher aspects of the invention
i ncl ude making the inkjet recording head with an integer
mul ti pl e nunber of orifices of the coating head, and providing
a gas supply device which supplies the gas to the coating
mat eri al supply device to supply the coating material onto the
recording nediumas a fine mst. Further understanding of the
i nvention can be had by the follow ng clains.

45. An inkjet recordi ng apparatus conprising:

i nkj et recording neans for discharging recording ink according
to a recording signal and for recording on a recordi ng nmedi um
the inkjet recording neans conprising at |east one first

orifice for discharging the recording ink on the recording
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medi um and a first passage in comrunication with the first
orifice for receiving a supply of the recording ink; and

coating neans for coating a coating naterial on the
recording mediumprior to recording by the inkjet recording
means, the coating neans conprising at | east one second
orifice for discharging the coating material on the recording
medi um and a second passage i n conmuni cation with the second
orifice for receiving a supply of the coating material.

52. An inkjet recording apparatus according to claim 45;
wherein the inkjet recording neans further conprises first
heati ng nmeans for heating the recording ink supplied to the
first passage, and the coating nmeans conprises second heating
means for heating the coating material supplied to the second
passage.

The Exam ner relies on the follow ng references:

Uchi yama 4,538, 160 Aug. 27, 1985
Senoo et al. (Senoo) 4,877, 688 Cct. 31, 1989

Clainms 52, 63, 83-86, 89 and 97 stand rejected under
35 U S.C. 8§ 102% as being anticipated by Uchiyanma. C ains 52-
54, 58-60, 65, 66, 72, 73, 81, 83-87, 89, 97-99 stand rejected

under

2 The Exam ner on page 4 of the Exam ner's answer has not
listed claim81 and 87 as being rejected under 35 U.S.C. §
102, which were rejected in the final rejection at page 4. It
is presuned that the Exam ner has wi thdrawn the rejection of
clains 81 and 87 under 35 U.S.C. § 102.
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35 U S.C 8§ 103% over Uchiyama. Cainms 67-71 stand rejected
under 35 U. S.C. 8§ 103* over Uchiyama and Senoo.

Rat her than repeat in verbatimthe argunments of

Appel l ants and the Exam ner, we make reference to the briefs®

and the answer for their respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON
We have considered the rejections advanced by the
Exam ner and the supporting argunents. W have, |ikew se,
reviewed Appellants’ argunments set forth in the briefs.
W affirmin part.
In our analysis, we are guided by the precedence of our
reviewing court that the limtations fromthe disclosure are

not to be inported into the claims. 1n re Lundberg, 244 F.2d

543, 113 USPQ 530 (CCPA 1957); In re Queener, 796 F.2d 461, 230

3 These clains remain on appeal after Appellants have
wi t hdrawn the appeal of the other clains |isted on page 5 of
t he Exam ner's answer.

“ Clains 47-51 |isted on page 6 of the Exam ner's answer
under this rejection have been w thdrawn by Appellants from
appeal .

> Areply brief was filed on Cctober 24, 1997, and was
entered by the Exam ner on April 3, 2000.
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USPQ 438 (Fed. Cir. 1986). W are also mndful of the

requi renents of anticipation under 35 U S.C. § 102. W nust
poi nt out, however, that anticipation under 35 U S.C. 8§ 102 is
established only when a single prior art reference discl oses,
ei ther expressly or under the principles of inherency, each

and every elenent of a clained invention. See RCA Corp. V.

Applied Digital Data Sys.., Inc.,

730 F.2d 1440, 1444, 221 USPQ 385, 388 (Fed. Cir. 1984), cert.

dism ssed, 468 U. S. 1228 (1984). Furthernore, only those
argunents actual ly made by Appel |l ant have been considered in
maki ng this decision. Argunents which Appellant could have
made but chose not to nake in the briefs have not been
consi der ed

[37 CFR § 1.192(a)].
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Furthernore, in an appeal involving a rejection under
35 U S.C. 8 103, we are guided by the general proposition that

an Exam ner is under a burden to nake out a prima facie case

of obviousness. |If that burden is nmet, the burden of going

forward then shifts to the applicant to overcone the prinma

faci e case with argunent and/or evidence. QObviousness is then
determ ned on the basis of the evidence as a whole and the

rel ati ve persuasi veness of the argunents. See In re Cetiker,

977 F.2d 1443, 1445, 24 USPQ2d 1443, 1444 (Fed. Gr. 1992); ln
re Hedges, 783 F.2d 1038, 1039, 228 USPQ 685, 686 (Fed. Gr

1986); In re Piasecki, 745 F.2d 1468, 1472, 223 USPQ 785, 788

(Fed. Cir. 1984); and In re Rinehart, 531 F.2d 1048, 1052, 189

USPQ 143,

147 ( CCPA 1976).

ANALYSI S
At the outset, we note the grouping elected by Appellants
at pages 13 and 14 of the brief. W wll discuss the
rejections under the two grounds of rejection separately.

Rej ections under 35 U . S.C. § 102

Clains 52, 63, 83-86, 89 and 97 stand rejected under
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35 U S.C. 8 102 as being anticipated by Uchiyama. Wth
respect to claimb52, we agree with Appellants that Uchi yama
does not

show the clainmed first and second heating nmeans. Despite the
assertions by the Exam ner that Uchiyama teaches an on-denmand
vol tage excited-type nozzle with a proper exciting system and
may i nclude a heating neans (Exam ner's answer, page 10), we
are not persuaded that the nozzles in Uchiyama contain any
heati ng nmeans for the purposes of drying the ink or drying the
coating fluid. Therefore, we cannot sustain the anticipation
rejection of claim52 by Uchiyama. Since clains 84-86 depend
on claimb52 their anticipation rejection by Uchiyama is al so
not sust ai nabl e.

Wth respect to claim63, which depends on claim 62 which
in turn depends on claimb56, we agree with the Exam ner that
Uchi yama does show respectively the ink jet nozzles and the
coating fluid nozzles at 2 and 3 in Figures 1 and 3. Also,
Uchi yama shows the delay neans at 7 in Figure 4. Furthernore,
we find that Uchi yama di scl oses the teaching of the recording
signals providing signals to the orifices via the delay neans
and the control neans to supply the ink fluid and the coating
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fluid to the two types of nozzles. Therefore, we sustain the
anticipation rejection of claim®63 by Uchiyana.

Wth respect to claim83, which depends on cl ai m 82,
which in turn depends on claim45, Uchi yama does show t he
teaching of having a plurality of coating nozzles (colum 4,
lines 60-65). Furthernore, Figure 3 of Uchiyama clearly shows
that there are four nozzles for dispensing the ink, and there
is one nozzle for the coating fluid. Therefore, Uchiyana
shows the first orifices being an integer nmultiple of the
second orifice as clained. Therefore, we sustain the
anticipation rejection of claim83 by Uchiyama. For the sane
rational e, we sustain the anticipation rejection of clains 89
and 97 by Uchi yanma.

Rej ections under 35 U . S.C. § 103

C ai ms 52-54, 58-60, 65, 66, 72, 73, 81, 83-87, 89, and
97-99 are rejected as bei ng obvi ous over Uchiyanma as expl ai ned
by the Exam ner at pages 5-6 of the Exam ner's answer. The
Exam ner asserts that even though Uchiyama does not teach the
specific thermal and spray type nozzles, it would have been
obvious at the tinme of the invention "to control the anount of
heat to the different types of heating nmeans because differing
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sizes of heating areas require different anmounts of heat in
order to successfully jet the liquid.”" (See page 6 of the
Exam ner's answer). W are not convinced by this assertion by
t he Exam ner because no heating neans are shown by Uchiyama in
the first place. Therefore, all the clains which recite the
first and second heating nmeans for the ink jet and the coating

nozzl e,
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i.e., claims 52, 53, 58, 59, 65, 66, 72, 73, 84-87, 98 and 99
are not rejectable as being obvi ous over Uchiyana.

Wth respect to clains 54, and 60 which essentially
contain the same limtation, that is, the claimed limtation
of one orifice being of |larger area than the second orifice,
we agree with the Exam ner that an artisan woul d have found
obvi ous to nmake the nozzles in Uchiyama of any desirable size
applicable to a particular application. Therefore, we sustain
t he obvi ousness rejection of 54 and 60 over Uchiyana.

Wth respect to clains 83, 89 and 97, which all call for
t he nunber of one type of nozzle being an integer nultiple of
the nozzle of the other type, this is also shown by Uchiyamns,
see the nunber of the ink nozzles and the coating nozzle in
Fig. 3 and our discussion above regarding claim83 rejected
under section 102. Therefore, we sustain the obvi ousness
rejection of clains 83, 89 and 97 over Uchiyama.

Wth respect to claim8l, the recited neans of "coating
mat eri al supply neans for supplying the coating material on
the recordi ng nedium and gas supply neans for supplying a gas
to the coating material supply nmeans to supply the coating
material as a fine mst" is not shown or suggested by Uchiyama
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as argued by Appellants at page 33 of the brief. The coating
nozzle 3 of Uchiyama is disclosed to be of any known nozzl e of
the voltage excited type, or ultrasonic pressure excited type,
but does not have a structure of the type claimed in claim81l
(see Uchiyama at colum 5, |ines 29-45).

Rej ection of clains 67-71

These clains are rejected under 35 U . S.C. 8§ 103, as being
unpat ent abl e over Uchiyama in view of Senoo. Each of these
cl ai ns depends on clains 65 and 66 and hence contains the
first heating means and second heating neans which were
clainmed in claim65. W noted above that Uchiyama does not
di scl ose or teach the heating neans, and Senoo does not cure
that deficiency. Therefore, the rejection of claim®67 through
71 is al so not sustained.

I n conclusion, we have sustained under 35 U.S.C. § 102
t he
rejection of clainms 63, 83, 89 and 97; however, we have not
sustained the rejection of clainms 52 and 84-86. W have al so
sustained under 35 U.S.C. 103 the rejection of clains 54, 60,
83, 89 and 97 over Uchiyanma, while we have not sustained the
rejection of clainms 52, 53, 58, 59, 65, 66, 72, 73, 81, 84-87,
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98 and 99 over Uchiyama. Furthernore, we have not sustai ned

t he obvi ousness rejection of clainms 67-71 over Uchiyama and

Senoo. Accordingly, we affirmin-part.
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No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in

connection with this appeal may be extended under 37 CFR

§ 1.136(a).

AFFI RVED- | N- PART

JAMVES D. THOVAS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

PARSHOTAM S. LALL
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

HOMRD B. BLANKENSHI P

Adm ni strative Patent Judge

ig
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