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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

Andrew C. Nguyen and Randel L. Hoskins (the appellants)
appeal fromthe final rejection of clainms 1-6, the only clains
present in the application.?

The appellants’ invention pertains to a gas generator
utilized in an autonobile air bag inflator. |ndependent claim
1 is further illustrative of the appeal ed subject matter and
reads as follows:

1. A gas generator conpri sing,

a generator housing;
a propellant container disposed internally

of sai d housing having a plurality of container

apertures therein;

a propellant in said propellant container;
nmeans in said gas generator housing
comuni cat i ng with said propellant container for
igniting said propel | ant;
a baffl e encl osure di sposed about said
propel | ant contai ner in spaced relation thereto so as
to define a
pl enum t her ebet ween, said baffle enclosure having a

plurality of l|ocalized baffle apertures for the
di scharge of gas therefrom

2 | ndependent clainms 1 and 6 have been amended subsequent
to final rejection
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sai d generator housing being di sposed about
said baffle enclosure in
spaced relation thereto
and having a plurality
of | ocalized housing
orifices on an opposite
side thereof fromthe
baffl e apertures in said
baffl e encl osure; and

a final coolant screen disposed between
said baffle enclosure and generator housing in
j uxt aposed relation thereto;

wher eby gases produced in said propellant
container flow therefromthrough said plenumso as
to i npinge and condense on an inner wall of said
baffl e encl osure, said gases then being
constrained to flow circunferentially in one
direction along an interior wall of said baffle
encl osure to the apertures therein, thence
radially outwardly through said baffle apertures,
thence circunferentially in an opposite direction
t hrough said final coolant screen to the housing
orifices in said generator housing.

The references relied on by the exam ner are:

Jorgensen et al. (Jorgensen) 4, 005, 876 Feb
1, 1977

Goet z 4,012, 211 Mar. 15,
1977

Cunni ngham 4,878, 690 Nov. 7,
1989
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The follow ng rejections are applicable to the clains on
appeal : 3
Clainms 1, 2 and 4-6 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103
as being unpatentable over Goetz in view of Jorgensen.
Claim3 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §8 103 as being
unpat ent abl e over Goetz in view of Jorgensen and Cunni ngham
Each of the above-noted rejections is based on the
exam ner’s view that:

The CGoetz patent teaches a gas generator
conprising a propellant container (40) having a
plurality of apertures (42) therein; a propellant (16)
in the propellant container; a baffle enclosure or
filter layers (44, 52, 54, 50, 56 & 46) disposed about
the propellant container; and a generator housing (12)
di sposed about the baffle enclosure wherein a fina
cool ant screen or filter (48) is provided adjacent the
generator housing. The Goetz ’'211 patent fails to
di scl ose a baffle enclosure in spaced relation to the
propel | ant container so as to define a plenum

The Jorgensen et al patent teaches a gas generator
conprising a baffle enclosure or filter layers (11 &
13’ ) disposed about a propellant (10) and the use of a

pl enun(s) (ie., areas containing packages 21 as well
as 4, See Figs. 6 & 7). Jorgensen et al disclose
fitting all the conponents inside the gas generator

® The suppl enental answer dated Novenber 9, 1993 (Paper
No. 15) states that “all 35 U S. C. 112, second paragraph
rejections are hereby w thdrawn.”
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housing (19°) in such a nmanner so as to create a | ong
path for conbustion gases to flow and thereby cool
prior to discharge into the air bag. Mreover, Fig. 6
shows how the gases flow in a[n] s-shaped pattern.

It would have been obvious to one of

ordinary skill in the art to incorporate the teachings

of Jorgensen et al in the Goetz patent in order to

create a |l onger path for conbustion gases to coo

before discharging into an air bag. In addition, it

woul d have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in

the art to incorporate the use of a plenun(s) as

taught by Jorgensen et al in the Goetz patent in order

to allow for the neutralization of conbustion gases.

The pl enun(s) woul d thereby serve as a neans for

hol di ng neutralizing agent. [Answer, pages 4 and 5.]

W will not support the examner’'s position. First, we
cannot agree with the examner’s findings that the filter
| ayers 44, 52, 54, 50 and 56 of CGoetz and the filter |ayers 11
and 13° of Jorgensen are “baffle enclosures.” Terns in a
claimshould be interpreted in a manner consistent with the
specification and construed as those skilled in the art woul d

construe them (see In re Bond, 910 F.2d 831, 833, 15 USPQd
1566, 1567 (Fed. Cir. 1990), Specialty Conposites v. Cabot

Corp., 845 F.2d 981, 986,

6 USPQ2d 1601, 1604 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Sneed, 710 F.2d

1544, 1548, 218 USPQ 385, 388 (Fed. Cir. 1983)). Here, the
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appel l ants’ specification makes it clear that the baffle

encl osure is a tube 100 having apertures 110 which directs the
flow of gas to a particular location and in a particular
direction, and is sonething in addition to the various screens
(see, e.g., pages 6 and 7). W can think of no circunstances
under which the artisan, consistent with the appellants’
specification, would consider the filter |ayers 44, 52, 54, 50
and 56 of Goetz and the filter layers 11 and 13° of Jorgensen
to be “baffle enclosures” as the exam ner contends. |In Coetz
there is nothing which can be fairly considered to be a baffle
encl osure and in Jorgensen the nmenber 12’ is the baffle

encl osure.

Turning to the proposed conbi nati on of references, we
observe that Goetz and Jorgensen are directed to two different
types of gas generators. That is, the gas generator of Goetz
is designed for “cylindrical radial flow (colum 1, |ine 42)
of gas through all the screens, including screen 48 which the

exam ner consi ders

to be a cooling screen. On the other hand, the gas generator

of Jorgensen is designed for circunferential flow of gas
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t hrough the cooling screens (see colum 1, |ines 56-66).
Absent the appellants’ own disclosure, we are at a conpl ete
| oss to understand why one of ordinary skill in this art would
have been notivated to single out a plenumfromthe gas
generator of Jorgensen (wherein the flow of gas is
circunferential through the cooling screens) and incorporate
it into the gas generator of Goetz (wherein the flow of gas
t hrough the cooling screens is radial).

Mor eover, even if the teachings of Goetz and Jorgensen
were conbined in the manner proposed by the exam ner, the
clai med invention would not result. Recognizing that CGoetz
does not teach a plenum the exam ner apparently proposes to
single out fromJorgensen’'s gas generator either the plenum 4’
or the plenumor recess in which neutralizing packages 21 are
contained. |If plenum4’ is singled out, this plenum (which
contai ns no screen) |lies between Jorgensen’s generator housing
22 and baffle enclosure 12° whereas each of the independent
claims on appeal expressly require (1) the plenumto be
bet ween the baffle enclosure and the propellant container and
(2) a final coolant screen to be di sposed between the baffle

encl osure and the generator housing. Alternatively, if one of
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the recesses in which the neutralizing packages 21 are
contained is singled out as the plenum we nust point out that
Jorgensen, while teaching that this plenumlies between the
baffl e encl osure 12 and the propellant container 5, also
teaches that this plenum should be |ocated at the sane radia
di sposition as the cooling screen 13° (i.e., that the cooling
screen should al so be | ocated between baffle enclosure 12° and
the propellant container 5). On the other hand, as we have
not ed above, independent clains 1 and 6 each expressly require
that the cooling screen be di sposed between the baffle

encl osure and the generator housing. There is sinply nothing
in the conbined teachings of Goetz and Jorgensen which woul d
either teach or fairly suggest the particular arrangenent of a
pl enum and a cooling screen in a gas generator as defined by

i ndependent clains 1 and 6.

We have carefully reviewed the teachi ngs of Cunni ngham but
find nothing therein which woul d overcone the above-noted
deficiencies of Goetz and Jorgensen.

The exam ner’s rejections of clainms 1-6 under 35 U.S.C. §



Appeal No. 95-0916
Application 07/803, 530

103 are reversed.

REVERSED

JAMES M MEl STER
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT
NEAL E. ABRANMS APPEALS AND
Adm ni strative Patent Judge | NTERFERENCES

CHARLES E. FRANKFORT
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

N N N N N N N N N N N



Appeal No. 95-0916
Application 07/803, 530

Lyman R Lyon, P.C
Sui te 207
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