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today was not witten for publication and is not binding
precedent of the Board.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

This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejection of
claims 1-13, all of the pending clains.
The invention pertains to a neasuring device for a chain

saw. A non-expanding |ight beamis used in conjunction with
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the chain saw in order to assist in the placenment of the
cutting el ement a predeterm ned distance fromthe end of a
log. The light beam el ement, such as a laser, is nounted to
the chain saw at a preselected angle relative to the cutting
pl ane. \When the beamof light is on the end of the |og or
cutting piece and the cut is nade normal to the |og, each cut

section is of equal I|ength.

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

1. A saw for cutting logs to preselected | engths,
conpri si ng:

power -driven cutting nmeans operable for cutting a log in
a cutting plane;

support neans to which said cutting neans are nounted; and
a light source secured to said support neans, for

emtting a substantially non-expanding |ight beamat a
presel ected angle relative to said cutting neans.

The exam ner relies on the follow ng references:

Br ock 4, 319, 404 Mar. 16, 1982
Chi en 5,437, 104 Aug. 01, 1995
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Clains 1-13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as
unpat ent abl e over Brock in view of Chien.
Reference is nmade to the briefs and answer for the

respective positions of appellant and the exam ner.

CPI NI ON

The exam ner conbi nes Brock, dealing with a sight
alignnment for a chain saw, with Chien, dealing with a | aser
sight for a canera to help in a focusing function.

We agree with appellant that these two references deal
wi t h nonanal ogous arts and are, therefore, not properly
conbi nable. Chien, dealing with the canera arts, is clearly
not within appellant’s endeavor pertaining to cut mneasurenent
devices for chain saws. Mreover, Chien is not even pertinent
to the problemw th which appellant is concerned since a | aser
used for focusing purposes in the canera arts has no clear
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pertinence to the use of a laser for a cutting function.
Therefore, the skilled artisan woul d never have been expected
to ook to Chien for suggestions on how to inprove and/or
nodi fy the alignnent device of Brock.

Moreover, even if we assune, arguendo, that the
ref erences could be conbined, we fail to see how one woul d
have arrived at the clainmed subject matter. Even if one would
have taken the suggestion of Chien to use a laser in Brock’s
system where is the suggestion as to howto nodify Brock in
any manner so as to enploy the laser? The conbi ned references
woul d not have suggested sonehow repl aci ng the sighting system
of Brock with a |aser and then emtting the |ight beamat a

preselected angle relative to the cutting neans.

The exam ner’s decision rejecting clains 1-13 under

35 U S.C. 103 is reversed.

REVERSED
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