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The opinion in support of the decision being entered
today (1) was not witten for publication in a | aw
journal and (2) is not binding precedent of the Board.
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Bef ore RONALD H. SM TH, SOFOCLEQUS and HANLON, Adnmi nistrative
Pat ent Judges.

SOFOCLEQUS, Adm ni strative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 1 to
17. Cdaim18 stands withdrawn as being directed to a nonel ected
i nvention.

The subject matter on appeal is directed to a process for
depositing netallic material onto a substrate.

The reference relied upon by the exam ner is:

! Application for patent filed April 2, 1993.
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Sirinyan et al. (Sirinyan) 4,764, 401 Aug. 16, 1988

Clains 1, 2, 4 to 6, 8, 14, 16 and 17 stand rejected under
35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Sirinyan.

Clains 3, 7, 9 to 13, and 15 stand rejected under 35 U S. C
8 103 as bei ng unpatentabl e over Sirinyan.

In their brief, appellants do not separately argue any of
their clains and thus the clainms are considered to stand or fal
t oget her as grouped. |ndependent claim1l and dependent claim 3
are sufficiently representative of their groups and read as
fol |l ows:

1. A process for depositing netallic material onto a substrate
surface, conprising the steps of:

a.) providing an activator conpound honogeneously
distributed in a solvent, the activator conmpound being
an i onogeni ¢ conpound capabl e of releasing platinum
metal ions, the solvent including an organic or
i norgani ¢ aci d;

b.) adding an anionic surfactant to the solution provided
in step a.), the anionic surfactant being a sulfonic
acid; and

c.) applying the solution provided in step b.) to said
surface, whereby catalytically active platinumnetal is
deposited onto said surface.

3. The process according to claim1, wherein said anionic
surfactant is n-al kylaryl sul fonic acid.

After having reviewed the reference in light of the
argunents by the exam ner and appellants, we find that we cannot

sustain these rejections.
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Absent from Sirinyan is any teaching of a sulfonic acid
anionic surfactant as recited in claim1. Thus, Sirinyan cannot
anticipate clainms 1, 2, 4 to 6, 8, 14, 16 and 17, since Sirinyan
does not neet every elenent of the clainmed invention. Hybritech

Inc. v. Monoclonal Antibodies, Inc., 802 F.2d 1367, 1379, 231

USPQ 81, 90 (Fed. G r. 1986), cert. denied, 480 U S. 947 (1987).

Mor eover, as argued by appellants, Sirinyan requires a chem cal
reacti on between the activator conpound and the sulfonic acid
surfactant, whereas appellants' process does not.

Wth respect to claim3, we do not agree with the
exam ner that one skilled in the art would have found it obvious
to use n-al kylarylsulfonic acid, as recited in claim3, in lieu
of the organonetallic conpounds disclosed in Sirinyan. The
exam ner has the burden to show the equival ence of the
organonetal | i ¢ conmpound containing sulfonic acid groups? with

n-al kyl aryl sul fonic acid in the electroless netallization process

2 Sirinyan, colum 2, lines 10 to 14 and 30 to 32, teaches
t he use of an organonetal lic conmpound of the group 8 of the
Period Systens of Elenments with the organo portion selected from
sul phoni ¢ acid groups, sul phonic acid halide groups and sul phonic
acid ester groups.
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of Sirinyan. On this record, we can only conclude that it would
not have been obvious to substitute n-al kylaryl sul fonic acid for
the recited organonetallic conpounds of Sirinyan.

For the foregoing reasons, the examner’s rejections are
reversed

REVERSED

RONALD H SM TH
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

M CHAEL SOFOCLEQUS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT
APPEALS AND
| NTERFERENCES

ADRI ENE LEPI ANE HANLON
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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