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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

Wl f gang Fussnegger et al. appeal fromthe final
rejection of clainms 1 through 10, all of the clains pending in
t he application.

THE | NVENTI ON

The invention relates to a welded joint between a sheet-

steel conponent and a |ight sheet netal conponent, and to a
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met hod of produci ng sane. Representative clains 1 and 7 read
as follows:

1. A welded joint between a sheet-steel conponent and a
i ght sheet netal conponent, the two conponents bei ng wel ded
together with at | east one steel clip part having a hat-Iike
shape defined by a central portion having a bottomregion
whi ch projects to the sheet-steel conponent through an opening
arranged in the light sheet netal conponent, a flange
configured with a free rimresting on a free flat side of the
I ight sheet nmetal conponent and portions between the central
portion and the flange raised relative to the central portion
and the free rimsuch that opposite sides of the Iight sheet
nmet al conponent directly contact the free rimand the sheet-
steel conponent and a gap is defined directly underneath an
area of the raised portions which face the |ight sheet netal
conponent such that an outer edge of the free rimis
prestressed directly against the Iight sheet netal conponent
in a state when the bottomregi on has been joined to the sheet
steel conponent with the gap remai ning, and an adhesive
arranged in the gap to adhesively bond the sheet steel
conponent and the |ight sheet netal conponent together.

7. A nmethod for welding a sheet-steel conponent to a
i ght sheet nmetal conponent by a weld produced by electric
resi stance wel ding, conprising the steps of providing the
I ight sheet nmetal conponent with an opening in a region of the
overlap with the sheet-steel conmponent, inserting into the
opening a hat-shaped clip part having a central portion with a
bottom portion configured toward the sheet-steel conponent
t hrough the opening arranged in the Iight sheet netal
conponent, a flange formng a free rimportion facing the
I ight sheet netal part and offset portions between the free
rimand the central portion to define a gap between the offset
portions and the light sheet netal part such that the clip
part overlaps an exposed flat side of the |ight sheet netal
conponent, welding the bottom portion of the clip part to the
sheet - st eel conponent by electric resistance wel di ng, thereby
prestressing an outer edge of the free rimportion directly
agai nst the light sheet netal part and conpensating play due
to the offset portions which define the gap between the clip
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part and the |ight sheet netal conponent after the free rim
portion is prestressed against the |ight sheet netal part,

whi ch gap includes the space between the free rimportion

and the light sheet-nmetal part, by an adhesive introduced into
said gap such that the sheet steel conponent and the |ight
sheet netal conponent are adhesively bonded together.

THE PRI OR ART

The references relied on by the exam ner as evidence of

obvi ousness ar e:

Poupi t ch 2,620, 539 Dec. 9,
1952
Wlfert et al. (Wlfert) 2,819, 925 Jan. 14,
1958
Noggl e 4,791, 765 Dec. 20,
1988

THE REJECTI ON

Claims 1 through 10 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §
103(a) as being unpatentable over Wlfert in view of Noggle
and Poupit ch.

Attention is directed to the appellants’ brief (Paper No.

29) and to the exam ner’s answer (Paper No. 30) for the
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respective positions of the appellants and the examner with
regard to the nerits of this rejection.?

DI SCUSSI ON

Wlfert, the examiner’s primary reference, discloses a
Iight sheet netal panel 1 joined to sheet netal structural
parts 2, 4, 5 and 6 by steel cup-like nenbers 8 inserted into
holes in the
panel 1 and welded to the structural parts 2, 4, 5 and 6 (see
Figures 2 and 3). The light sheet netal panel 1, the sheet
metal structural parts 2, 4, 5 and 6, and the steel cup-like
menbers 8 generally correspond, respectively, to the |light
sheet nmetal conponent, the sheet-steel conponent, and the hat-
shaped clip part recited in clains 1 and 7. As conceded by
t he exam ner (see page 4 in the answer), however, WIlfert does
not respond to the limtations in these clains pertaining to
the rai sed/offset portions of the clip part, the gap between
the rai sed/offset portions and the |ight sheet netal

conponent, and the adhesive in the gap.

' In the final rejection (Paper No. 27), clainms 1 through
10 al so stood rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being
unpat entable over Wlfert in view of U S Patent No. 3,512,224
to Newton. Upon reconsideration (see page 3 in the answer),
t he exam ner has withdrawn this rejection.
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Noggl e (see Figures 1 and 2) discloses a synthetic body
panel 10 joined to a netal body panel 40 by cup-like netal
attachnment plates 30 inserted into apertures 20 in the panel
10 and wel ded to the panel 40. The overall joint structure is
simlar to that disclosed by Wlfert; however, the Noggle
construction al so includes an adhesive 50 bondi ng the netal
attachnment plates 30 to the panel 10. According to Noggle
(see, for exanmple, colum 10, line 43 et seq.), the adhesive
enhances the strength of the joint.

Arguably, the exam ner’s conclusion (see the paragraph
bridging pages 4 and 5 in the answer) that it would have been
obvious in view of Noggle to provide adhesive between
Wlfert’'s sheet netal panel 1 and cup-like nenbers 8 to
enhance the strength of the joint is well founded.

Nonet hel ess, the Wlfert joint as so nodified would still |ack
the clip part raised/offset portions recited in clains 1 and
7. Moreover, due to the addition of the adhesive, the Wlfert
joint apparently would no I onger neet the limtations in these
clainms requiring the free rim(or free rimportion) of the
clip part to be directly against the |light sheet netal

conmponent .
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The exam ner’s contention (see page 5 in the answer) that
Wl fert and Noggle woul d have suggested keeping the free rim
of Wlfert’s clip part (cup-like nmenbers 8) directly against
the light sheet nmetal conponent (sheet netal panel 1)
not wi t hst andi ng
the addition of the adhesive rests on hindsight reasoning
having no factual support in the fair teachings of these two
references. Poupitch, the examner’s third reference, does
not cure this deficiency or the one enbodied by the | ack of
rai sed/ of fset portions on Wlfert’s clip part.

Poupitch discloses a fastener unit 10 conprising a headed
stud 12 and a washer 14 for joining a pair of sheets 22 and 24
(see Figures 1, 2 and 5). The washer 14 includes an annul ar,
outwardly flared body portion 34 having an outer margin or rim
for bearing against sheet 22 and a plurality of inner, axially
i nclined prongs 36 for receiving the head of the stud.

Assumi ng for the sake of argunent that Poupitch is
anal ogous art (the appellants urge that it is not), there is
sinply nothing therein which justifies the examner’s
conclusion (see page 6 in the answer) that it would have been

obvi ous to apply Poupitch’s washer configuration to Wlfert’s
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clip part (cup-like menbers 8) so as to arrive at the subject
matter recited in appealed clains 1 and 7. In short, given
the disparities in structure and function, Wlfert’s clip part
and Poupitch’s washer have little, if any, practical relevance
to one anot her.

Hence, the conbined teachings of Wlfert, Noggle and
Poupitch do not warrant the exam ner’s conclusion that the
di fferences between the subject matter recited in clains 1 and
7 and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a
whol e woul d have been obvious at the tinme the invention was
made to a person having ordinary skill in the art. Therefore,
we shall not sustain the standing 35 U.S.C. §8 103(a) rejection
of clains 1 and 7, or of dependent clains 2 through 6 and 8
t hrough 10, as being unpatentable over Wlfert in view of

Noggl e and Poupi t ch.

The decision of the examner to reject clains 1 through
10 is reversed.

REVERSED



Appeal No. 1999-0193
Appl i cation 08/552,174

| RW N CHARLES COHEN
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

NEAL E. ABRAMS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

JOHN P. MCQUADE
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

JPM ki s

EVENSON, MCKEOWN, EDWARDS
& LENAHAN

1200 G STREET, N W

SU TE 700

WASHI NGTON, DC 20005

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

BOARD OF PATENT

APPEALS AND

| NTERFERENCES



Appeal No. 1999-0193
Appl i cation 08/552,174



