TH S OPI Nl 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publication in a law journal and (2) is not binding precedent of the Board.
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ON BRI EF

Bef ore CALVERT, COHEN and CRAWORD, Adm ni strative Patent
Judges.

COHEN, Adnini strative Patent Judge.

DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 1,
2, and 4 through 9. These clains constitute all of the clains

remai ning in the application.

! Application for patent filed January 24, 1996.
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Appel l ants’ invention pertains to a sealing arrangenent.
An under standi ng of the invention can be derived froma
readi ng of exenplary claim1l1l, a copy of which appears in the

APPENDI X to the main brief (Paper No. 20).

As evi dence of obviousness, the exam ner has applied the

docunents |isted bel ow

Al ff 4,948, 277 Aug.
14, 1990

I shi guro 5, 133, 609 Jul . 28,

1992

Hi xson, 11 5,476, 272 Dec. 19,

1995

The follow ng rejections are before us for review

Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 8 and 9 stand rejected under 35 U.S. C

8 103 as bei ng unpatentable over A ff in view of Hi xson, II

Clains 6 and 7 stand rejected under 35 U . S.C. § 103 as
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bei ng unpatentable over A ff in view of Hi xson, Il, as applied

above, further in view of Ishiguro.

The full text of the exam ner's rejections and response
to the argunent presented by appellants appears in the answer
(Paper No. 21), while the conplete statenent of appellants’
argument can be found in the main and reply briefs (Paper Nos.

20 and 22).

OPI NI ON

In reaching our conclusion on the obviousness issues
raised in this appeal, this panel of the board has carefully
consi dered appell ants’ specification and clains, the applied
patents,? and the respective viewpoints of appellants and the

exam ner. As a consequence of our review, we neke the

2 I'n our evaluation of the applied references, we have considered all of the
di scl osure of each docunent for what it would have fairly taught one of ordinary skill
inthe art. See In re Boe, 355 F.2d 961, 965, 148 USPQ 507, 510 (CCPA 1966).
Addi tionally, this panel of the board has taken into account not only the specific
teachi ngs, but also the inferences which one skilled in the art woul d reasonably have
been expected to draw fromthe disclosure. See In re Preda 401 F.2d 825, 826, 159 USPQ
342, 344 (CCPA 1968).
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determ nati ons which foll ow.

W reverse the exam ner’s respective rejections of
appel lants’ clains. As explained below, we are constrained to
reverse these rejections since the applied evidence does not

support a concl usi on of obviousness under 35 U S.C. § 103.

Appel  ants’ sol e i ndependent claiml is drawn to a

seal ing arrangenent conprising, inter alia, a sealing ring

conprising a support ring, a first sealing elenent, a second
sealing elenent, and a nultipole ring, with the first and
second sealing elenents each conprising an el astoneric
material and the nmultipole ring conprising a nmagneti zabl e
material, and with “said sealing elenent and said nmultipole
ring being constructed integrally and continuously with one

anot her and being nade of a uniformmaterial.”

Read in Iight of the underlying witten description in
the specification and the showing in the drawing, it is clear
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to us that claiml, in particular, requires that the sealing
el ement and the nultipole ring be a single entity since the
el enent and ring are constructed “integrally” and

“continuously with one another”, and are “made of a uniform

material” (elastomeric and magneti zable material).

Turning to the evidence of obviousness relied upon by the
exam ner, we find that AIff addresses a rotating sea
arrangenent that includes a nmultipolar magnetic ring 22 | ocked

onto a

cylindrical contact surface of an el astoner seal and
positioned against a facing thrust surface of the seal (colum
1, lines 26 through 30). The ring 22 can be force-fit into
the seal or installed by shrinking it and then expanding it
(colum 2, lines 27 through 33). In our opinion, one having
ordinary skill in the art would have readily understood the

el astoner seal and nagnetic ring of AlIff as separate entities,

physi cal | y engagi ng one anot her when assenbl ed.

As to the Hi xson, Il disclosure, we find that it rel ates
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to a speed sensor ring (columm 3, lines 15 through 25) that

i ncl udes the feature of an annul ar toothed ring 38 (a nmagnetic
rotor) formed out of a non-netallic nolded el astoner nateri al
havi ng the sane fornula as a sealing nenber 30. The ring 38
can be nol ded concurrently with the nolding of the sealing
nmenber 30 using a single elastoner formulation and single nold
cavity to produce the sealing nenber and the toothed ring in a
single nolding operation. Figure 1 of Hi xson, Il is described
by the patentee as depicting a toothed rotor constituting an
integral part of the seal assenbly (colum 2, lines 42, 43).
Once again, it is our viewpoint that one having ordinary skil

in the art would have

understood the ring 38 and sealing nenber 30 of Hixson, Il as
di stinct entities, notw thstanding the teaching that they are
concurrently forned fromthe sane material, and in a single
nol di ng operation to formthe integral arrangenent of Fig. 1,
for exanple. As readily discernible fromFig. 1 of H xson,
I1, the ring and sealing nenber are clearly spaced from one

anot her.
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From t he above anal ysis of the exam ner’s applied prior
art, it is evident that there is no teaching or suggestion for
a sealing element and a multipole ring constructed
“integrally” and “continuously with one another”, and “nade of
a uniformmterial” (elastoneric and magnetizable material).
The patent to Ishiguro is not seen to overcone this
deficiency. Since the evidence proffered by the exam ner
fails to support a conclusion of obviousness relative to the
cl ai med subject natter, the rejections on appeal nust be

rever sed.

In summary, this panel of the board has reversed each of

the exam ner’s rejections under 35 U S.C. § 103.

The deci sion of the examner is reversed.

REVERSED
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