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! The exam ner requested an opportunity to present
argunents at the oral hearing (Paper No. 32), and was duly
notified on January 2, 2002 via office E-mail sent by Panel a

Bennett at the Board as to the hearing time and date, but did
not attend the hearing.
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This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 14
through 32. These clains constitute all of the clains

remai ning in the application.

Appel lant’ s invention pertains to a process and devi ce
for continuously w nding webs. A basic understanding of the
i nvention can be derived froma readi ng of exenplary clains
14, 17, and 29, respective copies of which appear in the

APPENDI X to the brief (Paper No. 28).

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

docunents |isted bel ow

O bach 4,611, 769 Sep. 16, 1986
W ky and Ander mann DE-U 1, 970, 847 Cct. 19,
1967

(Germany) (DE-*847)?2

The following rejection is before us for review

2 Qur understanding of this docunent is derived froma
reading of a translation thereof prepared in the United States
Patent and Trademark O fice. A copy of the translation is
appended to this opinion.
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Clainms 14 through 32 stand rejected under 35 U S.C. 8§
103(a) as bei ng unpatentable over the German reference (DE-

“847) in view of O bach.

The full text of the examiner’s rejection and response to
the argunent presented by appellant appears in the answer
(Paper No. 29), while the conplete statenent of appellant’s
argunent can be found in the main and reply briefs (Paper Nos.

28 and 31).

CPI NI ON

I n reaching our conclusion on the issues raised in this

appeal, this panel of the board has carefully considered

appel l ant’ s specification and clains, the applied teachings,?

3 1In our evaluation of the applied prior art, we have
considered all of the disclosure of each docunent for what it
woul d have fairly taught one of ordinary skill in the art.

See | n re Boe, 355 F.2d 961, 965, 148 USPQ 507, 510 (CCPA

1966). Additionally, this panel of the board has taken into

account not only the specific teachings, but also the

i nferences which one skilled in the art woul d reasonably have
(continued...)
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and the respective viewooints of appellant and the exam ner.
As a consequence of our review, we nake the determ nations

whi ch foll ow.

We do not sustain the rejection of appellant’s clains

bef ore us.

| ndependent claim 14 is drawn to a process for
continuously winding a plurality of longitudinally cut paper
webs at machi ne speed by using support rollers and at | east
one pair of disks associated with each of the support rollers

and, inter alia, requires the steps of axially adjusting the

di sks of the at |east one pair of disks to correspond to a

wi dth of web to be wound and running the supporting rollers
and a first cardboard tube up to machi ne speed thereby w ndi ng
the web onto the first cardboard drive, wherein the first
cardboard tube is driven by a first core w nding device.

| ndependent claim 17 recites a device for continuously w nding

3(...continued)
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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webs conprising, inter alia, a longitudinally cutting device

positioned to cut a web into a plurality of webs, at |east two
support rolls positioned dowmmstream fromthe |ongitudina
cutting device, at |east one pair of disks associated with
each support roll, with the disks of the at |east one pair of
di sks being axially positionable to accommbdate a wi dth of web
to be wound, and at |east two wi nding devices conprising a
core drive adapted to receive a* winding tube to drive the
tube to a machi ne speed. Independent claim?29 sets forth a
process for continuously winding a plurality of webs in an
apparatus that includes a |longitudinal cutting device, at

| east two support rolls positioned downstream fromthe

| ongi tudi nal cutting device, and at |east one pair of disks
associated wth each support roll, with the disks of the at

| east one pair of disks being axially positionable, and

further requires, inter alia, axially adjusting the disks of

the at | east one pair of disks to correspond to a width of web

to be wound and rotating wi nding tubes and support rolls at a

“In claim17, line 11, for grammatical correctness and
clarity it appears that the word --a-- should be inserted
bef ore “w ndi ng”.
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machi ne speed, wherein the w nding tubes are driven by a core

drive of a w nding device.

In rejecting appellant’s clains under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a),
the exam ner relies upon the conbined teachings of DE-‘847 and
Orbach. As recogni zed by the exam ner (answer, pages 4 and 5)
the rolling, winding, and cutting machine of DE-’ 847 | acks a
| ongi tudinal cutter, a second support roll, and disks that are
adj ustabl e.® From our perspective, even if one having
ordinary skill in the art would have been notivated to rework
the machine of DE-'847 in light of the teaching of O bach of
slitting a web and wi nding onto two support rolls,® we

percei ve no suggesti on whatsoever in the evidence before us

°> Based upon the exam ner’s statenents (answer, pages 4
and 7), it appears that the exam ner may have viewed the disks
of DE-'847 as inherently adjustable. W discern no basis for
this inherency determnation in the DE-’847 teaching.
Nevert hel ess, the exam ner al so indicates (answer, page 5)
that it would have been obvious to nake the disks of DE-' 847
adj ust abl e.

6 As set forth on page 6 of the translation of DE-’847,
the installation of a longitudinal cutting device also allows
the wwdth of the naterial web to be subdivided in such a way
that a plurality of finished rolls of different wi dths can be
made.
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for structurally altering the overall nmachine configuration of
DE-' 847 to obtain adjustable right and left turret disks 3
for setting a desired width of a web to be wound. As can be
appreciated froma consideration of Fig. | of DE-'847, the
width of a finished roll 2a is clearly capable of being

vari ed, without any need for adjustable turret disks 3. For

t he above reasons, the rejection of appellant’s clains cannot

be sust ai ned.

In summary, this panel of the board has not sustained the
rejection of clainms 14 through 32 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as
bei ng unpatentabl e over the Gernman reference (DE-‘847) in view

of Orbach.

The deci sion of the exam ner is reversed.

REVERSED

7
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