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ON BRI EF

Bef ore COHEN, ABRAMS, and BAHR, Adninistrative Patent Judges.
COHEN, Adninistrative Patent Judge.

DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 7, 9
t hrough 16, 18, 19, and 39 through 44. These clains

constitute all of the clainms remaining in the application.

Appel lant’ s invention pertains to an extrusion die
apparatus. A basic understanding of the invention can be
derived froma reading of exenplary claim39, a copy of which

appears in “APPENDI X A" of the brief (Paper No. 13).
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As evi dence of obviousness, the exam ner

docunents |isted bel ow

Siard 4,472,129

Briggs et al 4,522,775
(Briggs ‘775)

Briggs et al 4,798, 526
(Briggs ‘526)

Teut sch 5, 069, 612
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Clainms 7, 9 through 16, 18, 19, and 39 through 44 stand

rejected under 35 U S.C. § 103 as bei ng unpat ent abl e over

Siard or Briggs ‘526 in view of Teutsch and Briggs ‘ 775.

The full text of the examiner’s rejection and response to

t he argunent presented by appellant appears in the answer

(Paper No. 14), while the conplete statenent of appellant’s

argunment can be found in the brief (Paper No.
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CPIL NI ON

I n reaching our conclusion on the obviousness issue
raised in this appeal, this panel of the board has carefully
consi dered appellant’s specification and clains, the applied
teachings,! and the respective viewpoints of appellant and the
exam ner. As a consequence of our review, we nmake the

determ nati on which foll ows.

We do not sustain the rejection of appellant’s clains.

As di sclosed by appellant (specification, page 16), die

el enents can be constructed with different characteristics and

properties for handling different thernoplastic resins and/or

' I'n 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 In 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
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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materials. The exanple is given of making the angle of
inclination of an outer conical surface containing a helical
groove or grooves less than that of the inner conical surface
of an adjacent die elenment in order to vary the width of the

coni cal passage therebetween.

Each of independent clains 39, 40, and 41 addresses an

extrusion die apparatus with the features, inter alia, of die

el ements each having an outer conical surface inclined at an
acute angle which is less than that of an inner coni cal
surface (decreasing cross-sectional area of conical passage
defined by the conical surfaces) and a helical groove in the
outer conical surface, with the depth of the helical groove
decreasi ng as the groove approaches annul ar thickness control

passages.

Thi s panel of the board understands the exam ner’s point
of view as articulated in the answer (pages 8 through 10) and
fully appreciates the assessnent and application of the
applied Siard, Briggs ‘526, Teutsch, and Briggs ‘775 teachings
in the rejection before us. However, the difficulty that we

4
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have is that the applied references, by thensel ves, would not
have notivated one having ordinary skill in the art to nodify
the Siard or Briggs ‘526 patents, as proposed. As we see it,
each of Teutsch and Briggs ‘775 would have sinply been

percei ved by one of ordinary skill as distinct alternatives
for effecting uniformty in an article being extruded. More
specifically, as recognized by the exam ner (answer, page 6),
Teutsch instructs those versed in the art as to the benefit of
hel i cal grooves of decreasing depth in conbination with

coni cal surfaces that coact with one another to effect a

coni cal passage that increases fromits inlet toits outlet.?
On the other hand, Briggs ‘775 inforns those skilled in the
art as to the practice of interfacing tapered passages al one
to effect a | esser downstream di anmeter and achi eve | am nar

fl ow and reduced turbulence (colum 7, lines 19 through 26).
Based upon the aforenentioned disclosures, it is clear to us

that the proposed conbi nati on of teachings can only be

2 In appellant’s specification (page 3), it is indicated
that “[s]o far as presently known” die apparatus have not
enpl oyed helical or spiral grooves on the conical surfaces of
die elements. The applied patent to Teutsch teaches such a
di e appar at us.
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achi eved by reliance upon inpermssible hindsight. It is for

this reason that we cannot support the rejection of

appel lant’ s cl ai ns based upon the applied prior art.

In summary, this panel of the board has not sustained the

rejection of clainms 7, 9 through 16, 18, 19, and 39 through 44

under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103.

The decision of the exam ner i s reversed.

REVERSED
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