The opinion in support of the decision being entered
today was not witten for publication and is not
bi ndi ng precedent of the Board.
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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 1-
10, all the clainms in the present application. Caim1lis
illustrative:

1. A process for cutting a fiberglass panel, conprising:

providing a fiberglass panel;
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cutting the fiberglass panel with a liquid jet to
forma panel edge, said liquid jet containing a sealant, said
seal ant coating and adhering to the panel edge; and

curing the sealant to harden and encapsul ate the edge
of the fiberglass panel.

The exam ner relies upon the follow ng references as

evi dence of obvi ousness:

M Cor t 4,226, 662 Oct. 7, 1980
Kik et al. (Kik) 4,517, 248 May 14, 1985
Col eman 5,339, 715 Aug. 23, 1994

Appeal ed clainms 5 and 10 stand rejected under 35 U S. C
8§ 112, second paragraph. Appealed clainms 1-10 stand rejected
under 35 U.S.C. 8 103 as bei ng unpatentable over MCort in
vi ew of Col eman and Ki k.

Upon careful consideration of the opposing argunents
presented on appeal, we will not sustain either of the
exam ner's rejections.

Concerning the examner's rejection of clainms 5 and 10
under 8§ 112, second paragraph, it is the exam ner's position
that "the term ' educted is unclear"” (page 4 of Answer).
However, we totally agree with appellant that one of ordinary
skill in the art would readily understand the meani ng of the

criticized termwhen it is read in light of the present
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specification and state of the prior art. [In re Sneed, 710

F.2d 1544, 1548, 218 USPQ 385, 388 (Fed. GCir. 1983); In re

Moore, 439 F.2d 1232, 1235, 169 USPQ 236, 238 (CCPA 1971).

Al so, although the proper verb formis "educed" rather than
"educted," it is well settled that an applicant may be his own
| exi cographer. However, we do recommend that appell ant make

t he appropriate anendnent to clainms 5 and 10, as well as to the
EXAMPLE at page 5 of the specification.

W now turn to the exam ner's rejection of the appeal ed
claims under 8 103. Wile we agree with the exam ner that the
coll ective teachings of McCort and Col eman woul d have suggested
using a water jet to cut a fiberglass panel, we cannot agree
with the exam ner that Ki k woul d have suggested utilizing a
liquid jet which contains a sealant coating. Although the
cl eaning/ bl asting treatnent of Kik may be "simlar" to cutting,
as stated by the exam ner, we do not find that the techni ques
of cleaning/blasting and cutting are sufficiently simlar to
have suggested appellant’'s inclusion of a sealant coating in a
liquid jet which perforns a cutting operation.

I n conclusion, based on the foregoing, the exam ner's

decision rejecting the appealed clains is reversed.
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REVERSED

EDWARD C. KI M.I'N
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

TERRY J. OVENS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT
APPEALS AND
| NTERFERENCES

ROMULO H. DELMENDO
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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