TH'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not witten for publication in a law journal and (2) is not binding
precedent of the Board.
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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejection

of clains 1, 4, 6, 9, 12, 14, 15, 17 and 19 through 23. d ains

! Application for patent filed April 2, 1993.
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24 and 25 have been all owed by the exam ner and the exam ner has
indicated that clains 7 and 18 are also directed to all owabl e
subj ect matter.

The invention pertains to storage capacitor power
supplies for charging capacitor blocks. Mre particularly, a
charge limting circuit is enployed for detecting the voltage
across each capacitor and, when the detected voltage has reached
a reference value, cutting off the charging circuit.

Representati ve i ndependent claim1l is reproduced as
fol | ows:

1. A storage capacitor power supply adapted to store
electricity in a capacitor block consisting of a plurality of
capacitors connected to supply electric power to a |oad, said
power supply conpri sing:

t he capacitor block connected with the | oad and
supplying electric power directly to the | oad,

a charging circuit for electrically charging the
capaci tor bl ock;

a chargi ng power supply connected with the capacitor
bl ock via the charging circuit; and

a charge-limting circuit which detects the voltage
devel oped across each capacitor and limts charging of the
capacitor block if a detected voltage reaches a given reference
val ue, wherein said charge-limting circuit has a sw tching neans
connected in series with said charging circuit and cuts off the
charging circuit by sensing that the detected voltage has reached
t he reference val ue.

The exam ner relies on the follow ng references:
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Mei nhol d 4, 303, 877 Dec. 1, 1981
Rose, "Performance Characteristics of Large Surface Area Chem ca
Doubl e Layer Capacitors," Proc Int Power Sources Synp., Vol. 33
(1988) pp. 572-592.

Clains 1, 4, 6, 9, 12, 14, 15, 17 and 19 through 23
stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103. As evidence of obviousness,
the exam ner cites Meinhold with regard to clains 1, 4, 6, 9 and
20 through 23, adding Rose with regard to clains 12, 14, 15, 17
and 19.

Reference is nmade to the briefs and answer for the
respective positions of appellant and the exam ner.

CPI NI ON

We have reviewed the evidence before us, including,
inter alia, the argunents of appellant and the exam ner and,
based on such a review, we will sustain the rejection of clains
1, 4, 6, 9, 12, 14, 15, 17 and 19 through 23 under 35 U S. C. 103.

Wth regard to clains 1, 4, 6 and 9, the exam ner
contends that Meinhold teaches a circuit for protecting agai nst
overcharge of a series of battery cells having a bypass neans
including a swwtch for bridging the cells upon a maxi num char ge.
The exam ner recognizes that Meinhold fails to show the circuit

bei ng used to charge capacitors, as clained, but contends that it



Appeal No. 96-3944

Appl i cation 08/041, 543

woul d have been obvious to replace the battery cells with
capacitors as they are both known el ectrical storage devices.

Wth regard to claim 1, appellant asserts that the
di fference between the claimand that taught by Meinhold is nore
than that Meinhold is concerned with batteries while appellant is
concerned with capacitors.

More specifically, at page 6 of the principal brief,
appel I ant cont ends t hat

Mei nhol d does not di scl ose a charge-

[imting circuit that cuts off the

chargi ng current when the detected

vol tage has reached a referenced val ue

i ndicative of full charge. Meinhold,

rat her, bypasses storage batteries when

the change [sic, charge] exceeds a

t hreshol d vol tage. ..

Thi s argunment is unpersuasi ve because if Mi nhold bypasses the
storage batteries when a full charge, i.e., a threshold voltage,
is indicated, then this procedure results in a cut off of the
charging current to the battery.

Further down the sanme page, appellant appears to
recogni ze that Meinhold does, indeed, disclose a cut off circuit
but contends that "that circuit takes the batteries out of the
charging circuit when a negative discharge voltage is detected,"”

this negative di scharge voltage being, in actuality, a charging

vol tage. Thus, contends appellant, "Minhold takes the battery
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out of the circuit when chargi ng begins, not when charging is
conpleted. ™

Wi | e Mei nhol d does take sone battery cells out of the
circuit [see colum 4, lines 35-40], this is for synchronization
pur poses since sonme of the cells are of a different charged state
than other cells. Meinhold is concerned with both chargi ng each
storage cell to its maxi mnum capacity and preventing over
di scharging of each storage cell of the battery. Wen a storage
cell reaches its maxi num capacity, the protective circuit of
Mei nhol d shunts across each cell which causes a bridge, or a
short of each cell, preventing overcharging of the cell. Thus,
whil e sone cells nmay be taken out of the circuit in Meinhold,
whil e others are being charged to maxi mum value, we fail to see
how this results, as appellant contends, in taking "the battery
out of the circuit when chargi ng begins, not when charging is
conpleted.” If every cell of the battery were taken out of the
circuit when chargi ng begins, there would appear to be no point
in charging since there would be nothing to charge. Accordingly,
appel l ant's argunent that ©Meinhold takes the battery out of the
circuit when charging begins is not persuasive.

Appel  ant further argues [pages 6-9 of the principal

brief] that the differing characteristics between capacitors and
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batteri es woul d have made the substitution of the fornmer for the
latter in Meinhold unobvious. Wile we recognize many of these
differences, we find no |language in claim1 indicative of
specific capacitor characteristics which are not al so
characteristics of a battery. Therefore, we are in agreenent
with the exam ner that, at least with regard to the cl ai ned
subject matter, the battery cells of Meinhold and the capacitors
of the instant invention would appear to have been

i nt erchangeable in the sense that they are both el ectrical
storage devi ces which are rechargeabl e.

Wth regard to claim4, appellant argues [page 9 of the
principal brief] that Meinhold does not disclose a "full charge
detecting circuit" or the performance of a |ogical operation on
the output signals fromthe charge-limting circuit. W
di sagree. Since Meinhold detects when a cell is charged to

"maxi mum capacity,"” this is clearly a disclosure of a "ful

charge detecting circuit."” Further, since the detection of such
maxi mum capacity, or full charge, results in a cut off of the
charging circuit to a particular cell or cells, i.e., the cell is
switched to be in or out of the circuit, this clearly is a

"l ogi cal operation," as broadly clained.

Caim6 falls with cl ai m 4.
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Wth regard to claim9, this claimbrings in the
"residual electricity detecting circuit" and appel |l ant argues
[ page 10 of the principal brief] that the applied prior art fails
to teach anything that "even approaches this circuit."” However,
as we apply Meinhold to the broad | anguage of claim9, in our
vi ew, Meinhol d does, indeed, disclose that which is clained. As
above, we treat the clained capacitors as obvious equivalents to
the battery cells of Meinhold. Looking at either Figure 4 or 5
of Meinhold, taking Figure 4 as exenplary, Meinhold discloses a
circuit which protects cells from overchargi ng or overdi schargi ng
but before a full charge is reached, for exanple, the energy, or
electricity, within the storage device may be consi dered
"residual electricity,” as claimed. The term "residual" does not
appear to add nuch substance to the claimbut, to the extent that
it does, it may be considered an anmount of a quantity remaining.
Thus, Meinhold inplicitly has sone "residual electricity” in the
battery cells during charging and/or discharging and the
detecting circuit, which detects the overcharge condition, for
exanpl e, may then be considered to be a "residual electricity-
detecting circuit,"” as clainmed. Referring to Figure 5 of
Mei nhol d, that detection circuit conprises applying the voltage

across each cell (i.e., capacitor) 4 to a series conbination of a
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vol tage regulator 1 (appellant identifies his voltage regul ator
in Figure 10B as zener diode D2), which is a zener diode, and a
detector device, heating elenment 2. As heating elenent 2 heats
up, there would appear to be a greater anount of "residual
electricity.” Thus, the tenperature of heating element 2 in
Mei nhol d woul d certainly appear to be a good indicator of
"residual electricity," as clained.

We do note, for the record, that the exam ner never
addressed the imtations of claim9 concerning the residual
electricity-detector circuit so we are at a loss as to the
exam ner's exact position thereon.

Wth regard to clainms 12 and 19, appellant argues that
these clains are allowable for the sane reasons as claim1.
Since we treated claim1l1, supra, clains 12 and 19 wll fall
therewith. Appellant does nention, at page 11 of the principal
brief, that claim1l2 also adds the Ilimtation of a plurality of
"doubl e | ayer capacitors” and that while Rose does describe such
capacitors, there is no suggestion therein of the need for the
special charging circuits. However, the teaching of the charging
circuit is the purpose of the primary reference to Meinhold. W
have already found that it would have been obvious to enpl oy

capacitors in place of the battery cells taught by Mi nhol d.
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Rose nerely teaches the use of a particular type of capacitor and
we hold that it would have been obvious, within the nmeaning of 35
U.S.C. 103, to have charged such capacitors, i.e., double |ayer
in place of Meinhold s cells.

Wth regard to claim 14, appellant argues [page 11 of
the principal brief] that in addition to the cutoff of current,
each capacitor is provided wwth a bypass. Cearly, this is the
case with each cell in Meinhold as each fully charged cell is cut
out of the circuit.

Wth regard to claim 20, we think it is clear that
transi stors were known switches and it would have been clearly
obvious to use transistors for switching to a bypass when ful
charge has been reached.

All other clainms fall with those specifically nmentioned
since appellant's argunents in support thereof depend on the
previ ous argunents nmade regarding the specifically nentioned
cl ai ms.

The exam ner's decision rejecting clains 1, 4, 6, 9,

12, 14, 15, 17 and 19 through 23 under 35 U S.C. 103 is affirned.

No time period for taking any subsequent action in
connection with this appeal nmay be extended under 37 CFR

§ 1.136(a)
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AFFI RVED

JAMVES D. THOVAS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

)
)
)
)
ERRCL A. KRASS ) BOARD OF PATENT
Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) APPEALS AND
) | NTERFERENCES
)
)
)
)

JAMVESON LEE
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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David C. Hanson

700 Koppers Buil di ng
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-11-



