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witten for publication and is not binding precedent of the Board.
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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe exam ner's refusa
to allow clains 11 through 14, as anended subsequent to the
final rejection in a paper filed Decenber 6, 1999 (Paper No.
9). dains 1 through 10, the only other clains in the
appl i cation, have been wi thdrawn from further consideration as

being directed to a non-el ected i nvention.
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Appel l ants' invention relates to a nethod of achieving
high utilization and high flexibility on an assenbly |line for
manuf acturing el ectronic assenblies. Independent claim1l is
representative of the subject nmatter on appeal and reads as
fol | ows:

11. A nethod of achieving high utilization and high
flexibility on an assenbly line for manufacturing electronic
assenblies, the assenbly |line containing at |east first and
second pl acenent workcells, a transport nmeans for transporting
the electronic assenbly through the assenbly |line, and a host
conmputer for the workcells and the transport neans, conprising
the foll owi ng steps:

performng a first activity on a first electronic
assenbly in the first placenent workcell;

transferring information relating to the state of the
second pl acenent workcell fromthe second pl acenent workcell
to the host conputer;

dynam cally reconfiguring the first placenent workcell at
| east partially concurrent with the step of performng a first
activity and in response to the information transferred to the
host conputer fromthe second placenent workcell

transporting the first electronic assenbly fromthe first
pl acement workcell to the second placenent workcell via the
transport neans;

transporting a second el ectronic assenbly into the first
pl acement workcell via the transport neans;

perform ng a second activity on the first electronic
assenbly in the second pl acenent workcell;
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performng a third activity on the second el ectronic
assenbly in the dynamcally reconfigured first placenent
wor kcel | .

The sole prior art reference relied upon by the exam ner
in rejecting the appealed clains is:
Tsuji et al. (Tsuji) 5,329, 690 Jul . 19,

1994

Clainms 11 through 14 stand rejected under 35 U S.C. §

102(b) as being anticipated by Tsuji.!?

Rat her than attenpt to reiterate the exam ner's ful
commentary with regard to the above-noted rejections and the
conflicting viewoints advanced by the exam ner and appellants
regarding the rejections, we nake reference to the fina
rejection (Paper No. 8, nmiled Cctober 7, 1999) and the
exam ner's answer (Paper No. 13, nmiled June 5, 2000) for the

reasoning in support of the rejection, and to appellants’

'In the advisory action nailed Decenber 14, 1999 (Paper
No. 10), the exam ner has withdrawn the rejection of clains 11
through 14 under 35 U. S.C. 8§ 112, second paragraph.
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brief (Paper No. 12, filed March 14, 2000) for the argunents

t her eagai nst.

OPI NI ON

In reaching our decision in this appeal, we have given
careful consideration to appellants' specification and clai ns,
to the applied prior art reference, and to the respective
positions articul ated by appellants and the examner. As a
consequence of our review, we have nade the determ nation

whi ch foll ows.

Regardi ng the examner's rejection of clains 11 through
14 under 35 U. S.C. § 102(b) based on the Tsuji patent, we note
that in the examner's view, Tsuji discloses (in the |anguage
of claim 1l on appeal) a first placenent workcell (substrate
supply station 1) and a second pl acenent workcell (parts
nounting station 3). The exam ner's theory on how the nethod

of operating the assenbly line of Tsuji is responsive to the
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"dynamically reconfiguring” step set forth in appellants

claim 1l on appeal is explained on pages 3-5 of the answer.

Havi ng carefully reviewed the disclosure of the Tsuji
pat ent and appellants' argunents in their brief, we nust agree
with appellants that the Tsuji patent does not anticipate the
net hod as set forth in clains 11 through 14 on appeal. More
particularly, we agree with appellants (brief, pages 6-7) that
whil e sone reconfiguration of the substrate supply station (1)
of Tsuji (the first placenent workcell) does occur during the
processi ng of one or nore kinds of substrates used in the
manuf acturing of printed circuit boards, such reconfiguring is
not done "in response to the information transferred to the
host conputer fromthe second placenent workcell" as required

in claiml11l on appeal.

In Tsuji there is no indication that the second pl acenent
wor kcel | (parts nmounting station 3) provides any information
relating to the state of the second placenment workcell to the
host conputer (4), or that even if such informati on m ght be

transferred to the host conputer fromthe second pl acenent
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wor kcel | (parts nmounting station 3) there would be any dynam c
reconfiguration of the first placenent workcell (substrate
supply station 1) "at least partially concurrent with the step
of performng a first activity and in response to the
information transferred to the host conputer fromthe second
pl acement workcell" (enphasis added), as required in
appel l ants' clains on appeal. The exam ner's reference
(answer, pages 4-5) to the fact that the host conputer m ght
reprogramor alter the substrate supply station (1) by
allowing certain substrates to pass through the sol der paste
printer (13) without use of the printer when parts to be

sol dered are not going to be used on those particul ar
substrates, has nothing to do with any information transferred
to the host conputer fromthe second placenent workcell (parts
nmounting station 3). On the contrary, the information
relating to any substrates that do not require paste printing
is transferred fromthe substrate bar code |abeling machine
(11) to the host conputer (4) and subsequently to the sol der
paste printer (13) upon a particular bar code being read by

the bar code reader (6) located at the inlet of the sol der
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paste printer and an inquiry being nade to the host conputer

(see Tsuji, colum 13, |lines 46-68).

In view of the foregoing, the examner's rejection of
clainms 11 through 14 under 35 U . S.C. § 102(b) wi Il not be

sustai ned and the examner's decision is reversed.

REVERSED

| RWN CHARLES COHEN
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT
APPEALS
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NEAL E. ABRAMS
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CHARLES E. FRANKFORT
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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