THL'S OPI NI 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 | aw
journal and (2) is not binding precedent of the Board.

Paper No. 37

UNI TED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFI CE

BEFORE THE BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS
AND | NTERFERENCES

Ex parte MANFRED BORGER and HEI NER EMONTS

Appeal No. 95-3096
Application 08/139, 072!

HEARD: Septenber 16, 1997

Bef ore CALVERT, COHEN and NASE, Adninistrative Patent Judges.

CALVERT, Adninistrative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 1, 4
and 5. The exam ner has indicated that clains 2 and 6, the other
clains remaining in the application, would be allowable if
rewitten in independent form

Claimb5 is representative of the subject matter involved:

1 Application for patent filed October 21, 1993. According
to appellants, this application is a continuation of Application
07/ 959,539, filed Cctober 13, 1992, now abandoned; which is a
continuation of Application 07/758,123, filed Septenber 12, 1991,
now abandoned.
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5. In an autonobile glazing having a conductive | ayer
t hereon, an electrical connection el enent conprising:

a segnent of flexible netal braid;
a plug nmounted on one end of the braid; and

a connection piece forned of a piece of rigid sheet netal
and connected to another end of the segnent of flexible netal
brai d, said connection piece being brazed to the conductive
| ayer,

wherein the piece of sheet netal form ng the connection
pi ece conprises a mddle section and two end sections, and the
m ddl e section is bent so as to take the shape of a bridge
el ement so that only the end sections are braze nmounted to the
conductive | ayer.

The references applied in the final rejection are:

Reeder 3,980, 382 Sept. 14, 1976
Boaz 4, 246, 467 Jan. 20, 1981
Si nharoy et al. (Sinharoy) 4,658, 504 Apr. 21, 1987
Eckardt et al. (Eckardt) 5, 023, 403 June 11, 1991

The clains on appeal stand finally rejected under 35 U. S. C
8§ 103 as foll ows:

(1) dainms 1 and 5, unpatentable over Boaz in view of
Eckar dt .

(2) daim4, unpatentable over Boaz in view of Eckardt and
ei ther of Reeder or Sinharoy.

W will first consider the rejection of clains 1 and 5.

The basis of this rejection is set forth on pages 2 and 3 of
t he exam ner’s answer as foll ows:

Boaz discl oses a connection piece having the
clainmed structure, nanely, a mddle section, and two
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end sections 22 which are brazed to the conductive

| ayer on the windshield. The mddle section has mal e
plug 18 which is disclosed as being a |lead area to

whi ch an el ectrical connection can be made. In paper
no. 16, page 3, lines 3-5, the lead (conductor) is
admttedly 1) “flexible”, and 2) attached to nmale plug
18 by a femal e connector (not shown) attached to the

| ead (not shown).[?] Eckardt et al. discloses a |ead
connected to the conductive |layer on the w ndshi el d.
The | ead conprises a flexible braid having a plug
mount ed on one end of the braid. It would have been
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the tine
the invention was made to formthe admttedly flexible
| ead of Boaz as a flexible braid having a plug nounted
at one end, as taught by Eckardt et al., to all ow
stresses to be absorbed by the flexible braid. It is
noted that the clains recite the connection piece as
“to be mounted” to the braid or “connected” to the
braid. Thus the plug connection of Boaz to the braid
nmeets these limtations.

Appel l ants argue, in essence, that it would not have been
obvi ous to conbi ne Boaz and Eckardt. They note that Eckardt
di scusses the use of bridge elenments, such as disclosed by Boaz,
at colum 1, lines 38 to 55, and discloses the use of a netal

braid as a replacenent for such elenents to avoid the sol der

2 Paper No. 16 is an anmendnent filed by appellants on
February 23, 1993. The portion referred to by the exam ner
st at es:

Boaz is directed to an electrical termnal of the
type having a mal e plug connector 18 onto which a
fl exi ble conductor can be fitted via a female plug
connect or.

In addition, we take official notice of the fact that the
wires used in autonobile electrical systens are usually stranded,
rather than solid. The wire connected to lug 18 of Boaz would
therefore be flexible, although presumably not braided.
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rupturing which may occur when such el enents are subject to
sudden stresses. According to appellants, their invention

provi des an additional advantage beyond Eckardt et al
and sol ves the problens introduced by the efforts of
Eckardt et al to overcone the drawbacks of Boaz, i.e.,
it provides stress isolation while renaining conpatible
with automatic brazing operations. (Brief, page 9.)

After fully considering the record in light of the argunents
presented by appellants and the exam ner, we conclude that the
subject matter recited in claim5 is unpatentable under 35 U S. C
§ 103.

We note first that, while Eckardt does state at colum 1,
lines 21 to 24, that conductors may be either inprinted on one of
two joined glass sheets or enbedded therebetween, the particul ar
brai ded wire nenber is disclosed only for use with conductors 13
whi ch are sandw ched between two sheets of glass 1la, 1b. Thus,
Eckardt discloses that the ends 5 of the braid are soldered to
t he conductors through a solder window 2 through one of the glass
sheets (Fig. 4).

Boaz, on the other hand, discloses termnal (bridge el enment)
14 as being used to make a connection to conductors 12 which are
on the surface of the w ndow 10. Mreover, the termnal is so
constructed as to be soldered to the conductor by a resistance
heati ng gun which is pressed down on bonding feet 16 of the

termnal (colum 3, line 57 to colum 4, |ine 13).
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In view of these differences between Eckardt and Boaz, we do
not consider that one of ordinary skill would have necessarily
sinply replaced the Boaz terminal with the Eckardt braid. |If the
conductors were on the surface of the glass, and it was desired
to use a resistance heating gun, one of ordinary skill would
utilize the Boaz termnal, rather than the Eckardt system At
the same tine however, in order to avoid the problens associ at ed
with the Boaz termnal, as described by Eckardt at colum 1,
lines 60 to 68, one of ordinary skill would have found it obvious
to nodify the Boaz device by providing the solution to those
probl ens taught by Eckardt, nanmely, a section of braided wire in
bet ween the sol der connection and the connection to the power
| ead. As Eckardt states at colum 2, lines 36 to 41:

[B]rai d body extending between the soldered arnms of the

T and the lug is |ikewse of a highly flexible nature

capabl e of wthstanding the thermal expansion and

contraction phenonena to which the connection nmay be

subj ect as well as nechanical stresses which are sl ow

acting or sudden.

On page 2 of the reply brief, appellants argue:

[ Al n obvious conbi nati on of Eckardt et al and Boaz

woul d i nvolve brazing a femal e plug connector onto the

end of the braided | ead of Eckardt et al, and then

pl uggi ng the sane onto the mal e plug connector 18 of

Boaz. This would produce the sanme stresses that it is
an object of the invention to avoid.

We agree with the first sentence of this statenent, but disagree

with the second. Contrary to appellants’ argunent, the stresses
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i n question would obviously be avoi ded by plugging the braided
| ead onto the Boaz connector 18 before soldering the Boaz
termnal to the conductor on the w ndow.

Appel lants also argue in their reply brief (page 1) that
Boaz does not disclose a brazed connection between the connecting
pi ece and braid, however, claim5 does not recite a brazed
connecti on.

Accordingly, the rejection of claim5 w |l be sustained.
Since appellants state on page 6 of their brief that clains 1, 4
and 5 stand or fall together, the rejections of clains 1 and 4
wi |l al so be sustained.

Concl usi on

The exam ner’s decision to reject clains 1, 4 and 5 is
af firnmed.

No time period for taking any subsequent action in connec-
tion with this appeal may be extended under 37 CFR § 1.136(a).

AFFI RVED

| AN A. CALVERT
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

| RW N CHARLES COHEN
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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