The opinion in support of the decision being entered today was not 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for publication and is not binding precedent of the Board.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 final
rejection of clains 1-5, which are all of the clains pending

in this application.

BACKGROUND
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The appellants’ invention relates to a one-piece steering
knuckl e assenbly for vehicles wherein the tie rod armas wel |
as the hydraulic brake caliper bracket and axle spindle are
forged together as a single piece (specification, page 1).
According to appellants, “[s]uch a design elimnates the brake
cal i per/knuckle joint and the tie rod arnf knuckle joint, and
thus, it results in savings in assenbly tinme and wei ght”
(specification, page 2). A copy of the clains under appeal is
set forth in the appendix to the appellants’ brief.?

The exam ner relied upon the following prior art

references in rejecting the appeal ed cl ai ns:

Af anador et al. (Afanador) 3,801, 124 Apr. 2,
1974

M tchel | 5,219, 176 Jun. 15,
1993

Clainms 1-5%2 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as

bei ng unpatentable over Mtchell in view of Afanador.

! The copies of clains 3 and 4 in the appendix to appellants’ brief
include mnor errors in reproduction, in that, in line 2 thereof, “flange”
shoul d be “flanged.”

2 Although the rejected clainms were not identified in the statement of
the rejection on page 3 of the answer, it is apparent fromthe final rejection
and fromthe exam ner’s agreenent (answer, page 2) with appellants’ statenent
of the issues that clains 1-5 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a).
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Rat her than reiterate the conflicting viewoints advanced
by the exam ner and the appellants regardi ng the above-noted
rejection, we nmake reference to the answer (Paper No. 15) for
the exam ner's conplete reasoning in support of the rejection
and to the brief (Paper No. 14) for the appellants’ argunents
t her eagai nst .

OPI NI ON

In reaching our decision in this appeal, we have given
careful consideration to the appellants’ specification and
clainms, to the applied prior art references, and to the
respective positions articulated by the appellants and the
exam ner. As a consequence of our review, we make the
determ nati ons which follow.

Appel I ants’ i ndependent claim 1l recites a one-piece
forged steering knuckle assenbly conprising a flanged body,
hydraul i c brake cal i per brackets, a wheel spindle, upper and
| oner enl arged bosses and a tie rod armall being fornmed from
a single steel billet as a one-piece heavy duty forging.
Mtchell discloses a one-piece forged knuckl e assenbly
conprising a flanged body, wheel spindle, tie rod arm and

enl arged bosses all forned froma single steel billet as a
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one- pi ece heavy duty forging (colum 1, |ines 49-52).
According to Mtchell, the unitary forged construction of
Mtchell’s steering knuckle assenbly “not only provides for a
rugged and reliable connection, but also reduces the costs of
addi tional conponents as well as machining and the enl arged
connecting bosses which require additional steel for their
fabrication” (colum 3, line 66, to colum 4, line 3).
Mtchell’s one-piece forged knuckl e assenbly is provided with
openi ngs 39, 40 for attachnent to the brake disk but |acks
hydraul i ¢ brake caliper brackets forned as a pair of rails
projecting fromsaid fl anged body defining a c-shaped nenber
for directly engaging a brake caliper, as recited in claim1l.
Af anador di scl oses a knuckl e assenbly conprising a one-
pi ece base casting including the upper knuckle, brake rails,
steering arm and bosses and an integral spindle and | ower
knuckle 14 fornmed as a hot forging for assenbly with the base
casting. A spindle opening is nmachined in the base casting to
receive the spindle of the integral forged spindle and | ower
knuckle. As illustrated in Figures 1 and 4, Afanador’s brake
rails are formed as a pair of caliper rails projecting froma

fl anged body of the base casting defining a c-shaped nenber.
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Accordi ng to Afanador, this two-piece knuckle assenbly is
greatly sinplified with respect to multi-conponent knuckle
assenblies (colum 2, lines 61-64).

The exami ner contends that it would have been obvious to
one having ordinary skill in the art at the tinme the invention
was nmade to nodify the forged one-pi ece knuckl e assenbly of
Mtchell to include the hydraulic brake caliper brackets
formed as a pair of caliper rails projecting fromthe flanged
body defining a c-shaped nenber in view of the teachings of
Af anador to provide a sinplified assenbly (answer, pages 4-5).
Appel l ants, on the other hand, point out that Afanador teaches
caliper rails that are cast, not forged (brief, pages 4-5),
and urge that this “evidences the fact that those of skill in
the art prefer to formthe brake calipers [sic: caliper
brackets] via casting rather than forging due to the inherent
benefits and difficulties traditionally associated with the
nmet hods of steel working” (brief, pages 6-7).% According to

appel l ants, “it goes agai nst conventional thinking in this art

3 Appellants al so note that the exaniner “has not provided a single
teaching of a pair of brake calipers [sic: caliper brackets] integrally forned
with the flanged body as a unitary forged body” (brief, page 6).
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to forge brake calipers [sic: caliper brackets]” (brief, page
6) .

We fully appreciate the teachings of Mtchell and
Af anador and are cogni zant of the objective set forth in both
references of sinplifying the steering knuckle assenbly by
reduci ng the nunber of separate conponents requiring assenbly.
We al so recogni ze that Afanador discloses a structure
i ncluding brake caliper rails formed unitarily with the upper
knuckl e and fl anged body of the steering knuckle assenbly.
However, as pointed out by appellants, Afanador teaches
formati on of the brake caliper rails as part of a casting,
rather than as a forging, in contrast to the integral spindle
and | ower knuckl e conmponent which is constructed as a one-
pi ece forging. Considering the overall teachings of the
applied references, we find no suggestion therein to formthe
brake caliper rails as a unitary part of the one-piece forging
of Mtchell. Specifically, it is not apparent to us why one
skilled in the art would have ignored the teachi ng of Afanador
of formng the brake caliper rails as a casting for assenbly
with other portions of the knuckle assenbly forned as a

forging in favor of formng the rails as part of a forging,
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especially in light of the apparent conplexity of the brake
caliper rails and slots as conpared with the forged conponents
of Mtchell and Afanador and in the absence of any evidence
that it was known in the art to forge the type of brake
caliper rails disclosed by Afanador. Even assum ng that the
exam ner is correct that the additional step of forging brake
caliper rails would have been well within the | evel of skill
of one in the art at the tinme of appellants’ invention, the
mere fact that the prior art could be so nodified woul d not
have nmade the nodification obvious unless the prior art
suggested the desirability of the nodification. See In re

MIls, 916 F.2d 680, 682, 16 USPQ2d 1430, 1432 (Fed. Grr

1990); Ln re Gordon, 733 F.2d 900, 902, 221 USPQ 1125, 1127

(Fed. Cir. 1984).

For the foregoing reasons, we have determ ned that the
applied references are not sufficient to have suggested the
subject matter of claim1. Fromour perspective, the only
suggestion for putting the selected pieces fromthe references
together in the manner proposed by the examner is found in
the luxury of hindsight accorded one who first viewed the

appel l ants' disclosure. This, of course, is not a proper
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basis for arejection. See In re Fritch, 972 F.2d 1260, 1266,

23 USPQ2d 1780, 1784 (Fed. Cir. 1992). Thus, we shall not
sustain the examner’s rejection of claim1l or of clains 2-5

whi ch depend fromclaim 1.
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CONCLUSI ON

To summari ze, the decision of the exam ner to reject
clains 1-5 under 35 U S.C. 8 103(a) is reversed.

REVERSED

HARRI SON E. McCANDLI SH )
Seni or Adm nistrative Patent Judge

)

BOARD OF PATENT

CHARLES E. FRANKFORT APPEALS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge AND
| NTERFERENCES

JENNI FER D. BAHR
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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