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This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejection of

claims 1 through 20, all of the clains in the application.

The invention is directed to a tenperature conpensation

circuit for a Hall effect elenent wherein the tenperature
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sensitive resistor associated therewwth is not placed in the
signal path of the Hall output signal so that the resistor is
used to respond to changes in tenperature but is not affected
by changes in the Hall output voltage caused by circunstances
ot her than tenperature changes.

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

1. A Hall effect elenment circuit, conprising:

a Hall effect elenment having a first output signal
which is representative of a magnetic field inposed on said
Hal | effect el enment;

an anplification circuit having an i nput connected
in signal comunication with said first output signal, said
anplification circuit having a second output signal which is
representative of said magnetic field; and

a tenperature conpensation circuit for conpensating
sai d second out put signal for changes in tenperature, said
tenperature conpensation circuit having at |east one
tenperature sensitive resistor, said tenperature conpensation
circuit being connected to said anplification circuit to
recei ve said second out put signal, said tenperature sensitive
resi stor being connected within said Hall effect el enment
circuit in a manner which prevents changes in said first
out put signal fromaffecting a voltage potential across said
tenperature sensitive resistor.

The exam ner relies on the follow ng references:

Rao et al. 3,882,725 May 13, 1975
(Rao)
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Ohata et al. 3, 895, 221 Jul . 15, 1975
(GOhat a)

Bor er 3,944, 920 Mar. 16, 1976

Si everin 4,371, 837 Feb. 1, 1983
Mount 5,159, 277 Cct. 27, 1992
Kostal (Gernman) DE 3827606 Mar. 2, 1989

The exam ner also relies on appellant’s admtted prior
art [APA] shown in Figures 2 and 3.

Clainms 1 through 20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112,
second paragraph, and, in a new ground of rejection entered in
t he answer, under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 112, first paragraph, as relying
on a nonenabl i ng discl osure.

Claim 1l stands further rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(h)
as anticipated by either one of Sieverin or Kostal.

Clainms 1 stands still further rejected under 35 U.S.C. §
103 as unpatentabl e over APA in view of Munt.

Finally, clains 2 through 20 stand further rejected under
35 U.S.C. §8 103 as unpatentable over APA in view of Mount in

view of either one of Rao or Borer or OChat a.
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Reference is made to the briefs! and answer for the

respective positions of appellant and the exam ner.
OPI NI ON

At the outset, we note that the exam ner’s objection to
the drawings is a petitionable, and not an appeal able, matter.
However, this objection appears to be tied in with the
exam ner’s rejections under 35 U S.C. 8§ 112 and the exam ner
may Wi sh to reconsider his position regarding the drawings in
vi ew of our decision, infra.

We turn, first, to the rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 112,
first and second paragraphs. Apparently, the exam ner bases
both of these rejections on an all eged m sunderstandi ng of how
Figures 9-14 relate to each other and how they correspond to
Figures 4-7. More specifically, the exam ner questions, inter
alia, where the tenperature sensitive resistors are and what
constitutes the tenperature conpensation circuit. It is not
clear to the exam ner where the clained el enents are shown in

t he draw ngs.

Whil e not | abeled as such, a reply brief was filed on
Novenber 17, 1999 (Paper No. 22) and entered by the exani ner.
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W find the examner’s challenge to the sufficiency of
di scl osure and all egati on of indefiniteness to be unreasonabl e
and we will not sustain either rejection under 35 U S.C. 8§
112.

While we would agree that it does take sonme tine and
effort to sift through the specification and drawi ngs to
determ ne how the drawings are interrel ated and what conprises
the tenperature sensitive resistor, after a thorough review of
the instant disclosure, we find no i nadequacy of disclosure
nor any indefiniteness in the clainms for essentially the
reasons set forth by appellant, at pages 6 through 24 of the
principal brief. As explained therein, Figures 4-7 are the
nore general illustrations for the detailed circuitry shown in
Figures 9-14, with Figure 9 showi ng the overall diagram of the
circuit. Also, as is nade clear on page 29 of the
specification and Figure 12, epitaxial resistor R44 is the
preferred tenperature sensitive resistor which is connected
within the Hall effect elenent circuit in a manner which
prevents changes in the first output signal fromaffecting a
vol tage potential across the tenperature sensitive resistor,

as cl ai ned.
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The artisan of ordinary skill would clearly discern,
within a reasonably short tine period, how the various figures
in the drawi ngs are interconnected and which el ements perform
whi ch functions. While the artisan may need to refer to
several different figures within the drawings in order to
identify each of the clained elenments, we do not find this
task to be so unreasonable as to constitute a proper rejection
under either the first or second paragraph of 35 U S.C. § 112.

Accordingly, the rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first
and second paragraphs, are reversed.

We now turn to the art rejections and, after a thorough
review thereof, we find that we will not sustain any of these

rejections either.

Regarding the rejections of claim1 based on anticipation
by either Sieverin or Kostal, neither reference is seen to
di scl ose each and every elenent of instant claiml. Caiml
requires, inter alia, that the tenperature conpensation
circuit be connected to receive the second output signal from
the anplification circuit. In Sieverin, as explained by

appel l ant, the conpensation is done at the input of the Hal
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elenent and is perforned by a diode. Mre inportantly,

Si everin does disclose a tenperature sensitive resistor Ry but
it is connected to the anplifier offset termnals and not to
the output of the anplifier as required by claiml.

Simlarly, wwth regard to Kostal, Figure 1 does show a Hall

el enent 4 and anplifiers but we find no tenperature sensitive
resistor within a tenperature conpensation circuit wherein the
tenperature conpensation circuit is connected to the output of
an anplification circuit in such a manner which prevents
changes in the output signal fromthe Hall el enment from
affecting a voltage potential across a tenperature sensitive
resistor, as clainmed. The exami ner identifies resistors Rl
R2 and R3 in Kostal as the clainmed “tenperature sensitive
resistor” but we agree with appellant that these resistors in
Kostal appear to have no rel ati on what soever to the output of

the Hall el enent.

Accordingly, the rejections of claim1l under 35 U. S. C
§ 102(b) are reversed.
The exam ner also rejects claim1l under 35 U.S.C. § 103

based on APA and Mount. However, Mount is not directed to a
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conpensation circuit at all and the tenperature sensitive
resistor in Muunt appears to be located at the input of the

di sclosed circuit as part of a sensor used for detecting
tenperature. Thus, we do not find any reason for the artisan
to have conbined the teachings of this reference with APA and,
even if conbined, we find that the instant clai ned subject
matter would not result. Thus, we will not sustain the
rejection of claim1 under 35 U S.C. § 103.

Simlarly, we will not sustain the rejection of clains 2
t hrough 20 under 35 U. S.C. § 103 because the Rao, Borer and/or
Chata references do not provide for the deficiencies of APA
and Mount .

The exam ner did not even convincingly respond to
appel l ant’ s argunents anent the prior art, stating, at page 12
of the answer, only that

In light of the significant problenms with the

specification (including the drawi ngs) and cl ai ns,

all that is necessary to neet the clains is a

teachi ng of tenperature sensitive resistors which

are not in the signal path between the Hall output

and the circuit output.

Thus, the exam ner appears to be saying that but for perceived
probl ems under 35 U . S.C. § 112, it would be necessary to show

nore for a proper prior art rejection. Such a conclusion is

8
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nonsense. |f the clained subject matter is so poorly stated
that it cannot be understood well enough to apply prior art,
then no prior art should be applied. |If prior art is to be
applied, the entire clainmed subject matter nust be taken into
account. Wile the teaching of a tenperature sensitive
resistor not in the signal path between the Hall el enent
output and the circuit output may be a portion of what shoul d
be shown by the prior art in order to reject the claim the
instant clainms require much nore and the exam ner has not
addressed those additional |imtations.

CONCLUSI ON

We have not sustained the rejection of clainms 1 through
20 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first or second paragraphs. W also
have not sustained the rejections of claim1 under 35 U. S.C. §
102(b) nor have we sustained the rejections of clains 1

t hrough 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103.
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Accordingly, the exam ner’s decision is reversed.

REVERSED

Errol A Krass )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
)
)
)
Jerry Smth ) BOARD OF
PATENT
Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) APPEALS AND
) | NTERFERENCES
)
)
Joseph F. Ruggiero )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
t di

10



Appeal No. 1997-0272
Application No. 08/277,388

Wl liam D. Lanyi

Mcro Switch Division of Honeywel |l Inc.
11 West Spring Street

Freeport, IL 61032
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