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This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejection of

claims 1 through 8, all of the clainms in the application.

Application for patent filed May 18, 1992.
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The invention is directed to a cathode ray tube funnel,
best illustrated by reference to representative independent
claim1, reproduced as follows:

1. A cat hode ray tube (CRT) funnel having walls ending
in a substantially rectangul ar seal area for joining to CRT
front panel, the funnel characterized in that corner areas of
the funnel walls in said seal area are substantially thinner
than the funnel walls in the non-corner areas of the
rectangul ar seal area, thereby providing a nore conpli ant
funnel corner when the funnel is joined to the front panel.

The exam ner relies on the follow ng references:

Pfl eeger et al. (Pfleeger) 3,161, 314 Dec. 15,
1964

Dougherty et al. (Dougherty) 4,686, 416 Aug.
11, 1987

Claims 1 and 5 through 82 stand rejected under 35 U S. C
102(b) as anticipated by Pfleeger. dains 2 through 4 stand
rejected under 35 U . S.C. 103 as unpatentabl e over Pfleeger in

vi ew of Dougherty.

’The statenment of rejection indicates that it is clains 1
and 5 through 9 which are rejected but since only clains 1
through 8 appear in the application, the recitation of a claim
“9" i1s an apparent typographical error.

2



Appeal No. 95-2751
Application No. 07/885, 107

Ref erence is nade to the brief and answer for the

respective positions of appellant and the exam ner.

OPI NI ON

W reverse.

Turning first to the rejection of clains 1 and 5 through
8 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b), anticipation requires that each
el ement of the claimin issue be found, either expressly
descri bed or under principles of inherency, in a single prior

art reference. Kalman v. Kinberly Cark Corp.., 713 F.2d 760,

218 USPQ 781 (Fed. G r. 1983).

We do not find, in Pfleeger, the presence of corner
areas of the funnel walls in a seal area that are
“substantially thinner” than the funnel walls in the non-
corner areas of the rectangul ar seal area. The exam ner
points to sections of colums 1 and 2 of Pfleeger for such a
teaching. However, our analysis of the cited portions of the
reference indicates only that the yoke portion of the CRT
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envel ope formng the transition between the neck and the main
body of the funnel is circular in its external section and
sem -rectangular in its internal section. This is the portion
through which line 2-2 is placed in Pfleeger’s Figure 1, the
cross-section being seen in Figure 2.

Wil e Pfl eeger concentrates on the cross-section of the
yoke, we find nothing therein related to the area in which the
funnel neets the panel. More specifically, there is nothing
in Pfleeger which discloses, or even suggests, that the funne
has corner areas in the seal area (i.e., that area where the
funnel neets the front panel) that are thinner than the funne

walls in non-corner areas, as clained.

Contrary to the exam ner’s position, at page 4 of the
answer, we find nothing in Pfleeger suggesting that the cross-
section of the yoke, shown in Figure 2, “continues to the

facepl ate.”

Since each and every clained elenent is not taught by
Pfl eeger, we will not sustain the rejection of clains 1 and 5
through 8 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b).
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Turning now to the rejection of clains 2 through 4 under
35 U.S.C. 103, the exam ner contends that since Dougherty
di scl oses a CRT having a flat face plate with a tensed shadow
mask nounted on it, and a funnel with areas of thinner
portions where the indexing elenents are |ocated, it would
have been obvious, “as a matter of choice in design” [answer-

page 3] to have Pfl eeger accept the facepl ate of Dougherty.

We agree with appellant that the indexing el ements of
Dougherty identified by the exam ner are not |located in the
corners and woul d have no substantial effect on the stress
during thermal processing, which is the focus of the instant
invention. Further, since the examner relies, in this
rejection, on the m scharacterization of the Pfleeger
reference, as noted supra with regard to the rejection under
35 U.S.C. 102(b), the rejection under 35 U S.C. 103 is

t ai nt ed.

The exam ner’s response [answer-page 5] is to attack the
criticality of having the thinner areas only in the corners.
The exam ner then appears to accept that the thinner areas in
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Dougherty are, indeed, not in the corners, as required by the
i nstant clainms, but holds that to “shift the |ocation of the
thinner areas to the corners would be well within the skill of
one versed in the CRT art” [answer-page 5]. W find the

exam ner’s position to be unreasonable. The |ocation of the
thinner areas in the corners is clearly critical to the
instant clainmed invention. As described in the disclosure
[see, for exanple, the abstract], the “corner walls of the CRT
funnel are made with thinner walls to provide an increased
conpliance of the normally very rigid corners of the funnel-
to-panel seal area.” Thus, there is a specific, disclosed,
pur pose for having thinner areas in the corners, as clained,
and the exam ner has not set forth any cogent reasoning as to
why the skilled artisan would have nodified the prior art to

provi de for such.

The exam ner’s decision rejecting clains 1 and 5 through
8 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) and clainms 2 through 4 under 35

U S.C 103 is reversed.
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No period for taking any subsequent action in connection

with this appeal may be extended under 37 CFR § 1.136(a).

REVERSED

KENNETH W HAI RSTON
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT

ERRCL A. KRASS APPEALS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge AND
| NTERFERENCES

LEE E. BARRETT
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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