TH'S OPI NLON 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(2) is not binding precedent of the Board.
Paper No. 10

UNI TED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFI CE

BEFORE THE BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS
AND | NTERFERENCES

Ex parte JAMES D. SAMPI CA,
MELVI N L. CAMPBELL, C. JOHN ANDERSON,
AND DUANE SCHLATTER

Appeal No. 97-3474
Application 08/431,211°

ON BRI EF

Bef ore THOVAS, HAI RSTON, and KRASS, Adm nistrative Patent Judges.

KRASS, Adm ni strative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON  APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejection of
claims 1, 2, 4 through 7 and 11 through 14. dC aim 3 has been
cancel ed and clains 8 through 10, 15 and 16 have been indicated
by the exam ner as being all owabl e.

The invention pertains to liquid crystal displays and, nore
particularly, to a liquid crystal display [LCD] |lamnated with a

silicon gel adhesive to which optical conponents are attached.
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Application for patent filed April 28, 1995.
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This is said to mnimze strain on the LCD and to all ow
di sassenbly of the optical conponents w thout damagi ng the LCD

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

1. Aliquid crystal display stack-up conprising:

a liquid crystal display having a first surface;

a first optical conponent having a first surface;

the first surface of the liquid crystal display and the
first surface of the first optical conmponent are substantially
pl anar gl ass surface; and

a first layer of silicone gel positioned between the first
surface of the liquid crystal display and the first surface of
the first optical conponent, the first |ayer of silicone gel
attaching the first optical conponent to the liquid crystal
di spl ay.

The exam ner relies on the follow ng references:

| washita et al. 4,715, 686 Dec. 29, 1987
(I'washi ta)

Filas et al. 5,217, 811 Jun. 8, 1993
(Filas)

Kawaguchi et al. 5,243, 453 Sep. 7, 1993
( Kawaguchi )

Sirkin et al. 5, 275, 680 Jan. 4, 1994
(Sirkin)

Clains 1, 2, 6, 7 and 11 stand rejected under 35 U S. C
103 as unpatentable over Sirkin in viewof Filas. Cains 12
and 13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. ' 103 as unpatentabl e over
Sirkinin viewof Filas in further view of Iwashita. Cains 1,
4, 5 11 and 14 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. ' 103 as

unpat ent abl e over Kawaguchi .
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Ref erence is nmade to the brief and answer for the respective

positions of appellants and the exam ner.
OPI NI ON

We have carefully considered the evidence before us and,
based on such evidence, we will sustain the exam ner’s
rejections.

First, with regard to the rejection based on Kawaguchi, and
specifically focusing on i ndependent claim1, the exam ner
identifies (at the top of page 3 of Paper No. 4) various sections
of the Kawaguchi reference which disclose the clained invention.
As we understand the exam ner’s position, |ooking at Figure 4 of
the reference, Kawaguchi clearly shows a LCD 15, an outer casing
17 and a silicone gel 19 sandw ched therebetween. dearly, the
outer casing 17 is an “optical conponent,” as cl ai ned.

Appel  ants argue, at pages 3-5 of the brief, that Kawaguchi
fails to show a “glass to glass” bond and that the exam ner’s
reliance on gl ass substrates being known is m splaced because the
clains are directed to nore than “just a piece of glass.”

We do not find appellants’ argunents to be persuasive.
Kawaguchi clearly discloses a LCD 15 having a first surface and
an optical conponent 17 having a first surface wherein a | ayer of
silicone gel is positioned between the first surfaces and
attaches the optical conponent to the LCD. The only issue is
whet her Kawaguchi suggested that these two first surfaces should

be “substantially planar glass surfaces,” as clained. There is
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no argunent that the surfaces depicted by Kawaguchi are
“substantially planar.” Therefore, we nust determne if there is
a fair suggestion by Kawaguchi that these surfaces be “gl ass.”

It is clear to us, for the reasons given by the exam ner at
page 4 of the answer, that Kawaguchi strongly suggests that these
surfaces should be of glass. Since Kawaguchi indicates, at
colum 7, line 19, that “outer case 17 has high transparency”
and, at lines 26-27, that the outer case also is “formed of
strong hard material,” it is our view, as it was the exam ner’s,
that such a description of the properties of the outer case would
have led the artisan to enploy glass as the outer case. Wile
there may be materials, other than glass, which would fit this
description, it is our view that given the description of a
strong, hard material that is also transparent, the artisan would
have first been led to glass. This is nade even nore suggesti ve,
in our view, by the disclosure, by Kawaguchi, at colum 7, lines
42-45, that LCD 15 is nmade by “sandwi ching a liquid crystal
materi al between two glass plates.” [enphasis ours]. Quite
clearly, when Kawaguchi was interested in a strong, hard
transparent material for sandwiching liquid crystal material,
Kawaguchi turned to gl ass.

Thus, we are persuaded that the skilled artisan, view ng the
totality of the Kawaguchi reference, would have been led to use
glass as the first surface of both the LCD and the optical

conmponent .
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Turning now to the rejections based on Sirkin as the primry
reference, we will also sustain these rejections because
appellants’ only argunent is to point to the glass to glass bond
limtation of the clains, as they did with the rejection based on
Kawaguchi, and reassert the sane argunents “except that al
references to the ‘ Kawaguchi’ [sic, Kawaguchi reference] therein
shoul d be changed to the “Sirkin’ reference” [brief, page 5].

The exam ner has reasonably expl ained, at pages 4-5 of Paper
No. 4, how Sirkin, in conbination with other references, is
applied against the instant clains, identifying the liquid
crystal cells and an optional anti-reflective sheet of glass in
Sirkin as optical elenents and pointing out how the | am nation of
these elenents with a silicone gel is fairly suggested.
Therefore, in our view, the exam ner has clearly established a

prima facie case of obviousness and, contrary to appellants’

assertion, has clearly considered the glass to glass bond
[imtation of the clains.

Since appel |l ants have nade no ot her argunents, and the
exam ner has established a reasonabl e case for a finding of
obvi ousness of the clained subject matter, we will sustain the
rejections of clains 1, 2, 4 through 7 and 11 through 14 under
35 U S.C ' 103.

The exam ner’'s decision is affirned.
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No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in
connection with this appeal nmay be extended under 37 CFR
1.136 (a).
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