THL'S OPI NI ON 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(2) is not binding precedent of the Board.
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UNI TED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFI CE

BEFORE THE BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS
AND | NTERFERENCES

Ex parte THOVAS R NEUENSCHWANDER

Appeal No. 95-1727
Appl i cation 07/ 966, 8761

ON BRI EF

Before COHEN, GARRI S, and McQUADE, Adm nistrative Patent Judges.

COHEN, Adninistrative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 1
through 4, 7 through 12, and 15. Cains 30 through 33 stand

allowed. Cains 5 6, 13, and 14 stand objected to as being

lApplication for patent filed Cctober 26, 1992.
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dependent upon a rejected base claimbut would be all owabl e
according to the examner if rewitten in independent form
including all of the limtations of the base claimand any
intervening clains. These noted clains constitute all of the
claims remaining in the application.

Appel lant’ s invention pertains to a nethod of manufacturing
an interlocked |am nation stack froma sheet of stock materi al
and a nethod of manufacturing a stack of interlocking | am nations
froma sheet of stock material. An understanding of the
i nvention can be derived froma reading of exenplary clains 1 and
8, with copies thereof being appended to appellant’s brief.

As evi dence of obviousness, the exam ner has applied the

docunents |isted bel ow

Zi mrerl e 3, 203, 077 Aug. 31, 1965
Martin 4,728, 842 Mar. 1, 1988

Webb et al 5, 075, 150 Dec. 24, 1991
(Webb)

The following rejections are before us for review
Clains 3 and 11 stand rejected under 35 U S. C. 112, second

par agraph, as being indefinite.
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Claims 1, 2, 4, 8 through 10, and 12 stand rejected under
35 U.S.C. §8 103 as being unpatentable over Zimmerle in view of
Martin.

Clains 3, 7, 11, and 15 stand rejected under 35 U. S.C. § 103
as being unpatentable over Zimmerle in view of Martin, as applied
above, further in view of Webb.

The full text of the examner's rejections and response to
t he argunent presented by appellant appears in the final
rejection and answer (Paper Nos. 6 and 11), while the conplete
statenent of appellant’s argunent can be found in the main and
reply briefs (Paper Nos. 10 and 12).

In the main brief (page 4), appellant indicates that clains
1, 2, 4, 7 through 10, 12, and 15 stand or fall together and that
claims 3 and 11 stand or fall together. Based upon this
statenent, we focus our attention exclusively upon sel ected
clainms 1 and 3, infra.

CPI NI ON

In reaching our conclusion on the issues raised in this

appeal, this panel of the board has carefully considered

appel l ant’s specification and clains,? the applied teachings,?

2 Caim1lrecites, inter alia, a slot having the desired
skew angle in a resulting stack of lamnations. In |Iight thereof,
we understand the second | am nation, as does the first

3
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and the respective viewpoints of appellant and the exam ner. As
a consequence of our review, we nmake the determ nati ons which
foll ow.

The indefiniteness issue

We reverse the rejection of clains 3 and 11 under 35 U. S. C
§ 112, second paragraph.

We understand the exam ner’s concern that the | anguage “the
surface of said indentation” in both clainms 3 and 11 is
indefinite in that it |acks proper antecedent basis.

However, when we read this |anguage in the context of the
underlying disclosure (specification, page 10, lines 4 through
9), we reach the conclusion that the netes and bounds of the
cl ai med subject matter are determ nate. More specifically, as

indicated in the referenced portion of the specification, the

| am nation, to include not only the recited centrally |ocated
generally circular indentation but also a plurality of
circunferentially spaced openings defining a plurality of
circunferentially spaced sl ots.

3 1n our evaluation of the applied patents, we have
considered all of the disclosure thereof for what it would 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 inferences 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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anmount of force acting on the indentation portion 48 (Figure 5)
is effective to inprove the flatness of the portion so that “its
surface” is generally planar. Thus, we readily perceive that “the
surface” in the claimlanguage at issue denotes both the upper
and | ower faces of the indentation portion which are subjected to
t he opposed forces acting thereon and flattened, as seen in
Figure 5. We, accordingly, determne that the | anguage of clains
3 and 11 is definite in nmeaning.

The obvi ousness issues

CLAIM 1

We reverse the rejection of claim1 under 35 U S.C. § 103.
It follows that clainms 2, 4, 7 through 10, 12, and 15 fal
t herew t h.

Claim 1 addresses a nethod of manufacturing an interlocked
| am nation stack froma sheet stock material, with the
interl ocked stack defining a central axis (as disclosed, the
central shaft hole 26 of Figure 2 has a central axis 28). The

clainmed nethod requires, inter alia, the step of formng a first

lam nation in stock material including form ng openings and a
“centrally |l ocated” generally circular indentation defining a
correspondi ng depression and projection. As clainmed, this

arrangenment enables the first lamnation to be rotatable relative
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to the second lamnation by an infinitely adjustable angle
sufficient to define a desired skew angle after which the
i ndentations are interl ocked.

The patent to Zimmerle (Figures 7, 8, 11, and 12) teaches a
dynanoel ectri c machi ne | am nati on assenbly and procedure
i ncluding three special holes 75, 85 that permt angul ar
di spl acenent between adjacent |amnations so as to all ow
sufficient space for interlock nmeans 76 to be skewed
si mul taneously with skewing the wi nding slots along the outer
peri phery of each of the rotor |am nations (colum 5, lines 61
through 71 and colum 7, lines 28 through 33). W understand that
this discrete arrangenent of special holes would permt |imted
rel ati ve angul ar di spl acenent between | am nati ons based upon the
circunferential extent of the holes.

The Martin patent relates to a |l am nated assenbly for a
dynanoel ectri c machi ne that includes interlocking projections and
recesses for securing adjacent |am nations together by
conpressive interference fit, wherein the conpressive
interference fit is between ridges 52 on the projection 54 and
the recess 40 (Figures 3A and 4). It is clear to us that the
Martin teaching is concerned with a plurality of interl ocking

proj ections and recesses on each lamnation for securing adjacent
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| am nations. This viewpoint is buttressed by the clains of the
Martin patent and the discussion in colum 1 (lines 20 through
24) of Martin of U S. Patent No. 2,975,312 (of record in the
present application), which latter patent discloses interl ocking
proj ections and recesses having the sane identical outlines and
di mensi ons.

Based upon our assessnent of the Zimmerle and Martin
patents, supra, we find ourselves in accord with appellant’s view
in the matter of the rejection of claiml (main brief, page 7)
that these teachings woul d not have been suggestive of using a
centrally | ocated, generally circular indentation to interl ock
| am nas.

CLAIM 3

We reverse the rejection of claim3 under 35 U S.C. § 103.
Claim1l falls therew th.

As is apparent fromthe rejection, the exam ner relies upon
the Webb patent solely for its teaching of the application of a
counter force. However, like the appellant (main brief, pages 9
and 10 and reply brief, page 3), we recognize that the Wbb
teachi ng of the use of counter pressure during | am na
interlocking (colum 5, lines 53 through 60) would not have been

suggestive of applying a counter force during the “form ng” step,
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as now cl ai ned.
In sunmary, this panel
reversed the rejection
8§ 112, second paragraph, as
reversed the rejection
12 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as
view of Martin; and

reversed the rejection

of the board has:

of clainms 3 and 11 under 35 U.S.C.
bei ng i ndefinite;

of clains 1, 2, 4, 8 through 10, and

bei ng unpatentable over Zimrerle in

of clains 3, 7, 11, and 15 under

35 U.S.C. §8 103 as being unpatentable over Zimmerle in view of

Martin and Webb.

The decision of the exam ner i s reversed.

REVERSED

| RW N CHARLES COHEN
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BRADLEY R GARRI S
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

JOHN P. MCQUADE
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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