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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL
This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejection of
claims 1 through 9, all of the clains present in the

appl i cation.

The invention relates to a nmethod and an apparatus for
driving display devices such as an ac driven capacitive flat
matri x display panel. On page 20 of the specification,
Appel l ants di sclose that Figure 6 shows the waveform of the
vol tage applied to a corresponding picture elenent. 1In
particular, Figure 6 (1) shows a waveform of a nodul ation
vol tage Vm applied fromthe data side electrode X. Figure 6
(2) shows the waveformof a witing voltage -Vm +Vp applied
fromthe scanning side electrode Y. Figure 6 (3) shows the
waveform of a voltage applied to a picture el enent.

Appel I ants di scl ose on page 21 of the specification that
as shown in Figure 6 (1), the pulse width of the nodul ati on
voltage VM for the first field of negative driving is
determ ned by the graduation display data at the tinme of input
to the data conversion circuit 18. Furthernore, Figure 6 (1)
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shows that the pulse width of the nodul ati on voltage Vm of the
second field of positive drive is determ ned by inverting the
graduation display data at the time of input to the data
conversion circuit 18.

Appel l ants further disclose that the voltage waveform
applied to the picture elenment as shown in Figure 6 (3) is
determ ned by subtracting the nodul ati on vol tage wavef orm
shown in Figure 6 (1) fromthe witing voltage waveform shown

in Figure

6 (2). As shown in Figure 6 (3), the resulting voltage
waveformapplied to the picture elenent is a symmetri cal
vol t age wavef orm

The i ndependent claim 1l is reproduced as foll ows:

1. A symetrical drive nethod for driving a display
device forned by interposing a dielectric |ayer between a
plurality of scanning side electrodes and a plurality of data
side el ectrodes whose intersections forma plurality of
pi xel s, the symretrical drive nmethod conprising the steps of:

applying a positive witing voltage in one of a pair of
fields, and applying a negative witing voltage in the other
of the pair of fields, to each of the plurality of scanning
si de el ectrodes;
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applying a first nodul ated voltage, to said plurality of
pi xels, with a tinme duration corresponding to a | ogical val ue
of a binary code of a plurality of predetermned bits in said
one of the pair of fields; and

inverting the logical value of the binary code of the
plurality of predeterm ned bits to produce the binary
conpl ement of the | ogical value of the binary code of the
plurality of predeterm ned bits and applying the binary
conpl ement as a second nodul ated voltage, to said plurality of
pi xels, in the other of the pair of fields, thereby providing
a symmetrical voltage waveformto said plurality of pixels.

The Exam ner relies on the follow ng references:

Kanat ani 4,488, 150 Dec. 11, 1984
Fl egal 4,733, 228 Mar. 22, 1988
| nada 4,951, 041 Aug. 21, 1990

Clains 1 and 3 through 5 stand rejected under 35 U S. C
§ 103 as bei ng unpatentabl e over Inada in view of Kanatani and
Fl egal . Clains 2 and 6 through 9 stand rejected under 35
U S C

8 103 as being unpatentable over Inada in view of Kanatani.
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Rat her than reiterate the argunents of Appellants and the
Exam ner, reference is nade to the briefs? and answers® for the
respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON
W will not sustain the rejection of clains 1 through 9
under 35 U.S. C. § 103.
The Exam ner has failed to set forth a prima facie case.
It is the burden of the Exami ner to establish why one having

ordinary skill in the art would have been led to the clai ned

2Appel l ants filed an appeal brief on March 28, 1994.
Appellants filed a reply appeal brief on August 15, 1994. The
Exam ner responded to this reply brief with a suppl enent al
Exam ner's answer on Novenber 17, 1994, thereby entering and
considering the reply brief. Appellants filed a suppl enent al
reply appeal brief on January 13, 1995. The Exam ner
responded to this supplemental reply brief with a suppl enent al
Exam ner's answer on April 17, 1995, thereby entering and
considering the reply brief. Appellants filed a reply appeal
brief on June 19, 1995. The Exam ner stated in the Exam ner’s
| etter dated February 15, 1996 that the June 19, 1995 reply
bri ef has been entered and consi dered but no further response
by the Exami ner is deened necessary.

*The Exam ner responded to the brief with an Exam ner's
answer, dated June 14, 1994. The Exam ner responded to the
August 15, 1994 reply brief with suppl enental Exam ner's
answer dated Novenber 17, 1994. The Exam ner responded to the
January 13, 1995 supplenental reply brief wth a suppl enent al
Exam ner's answer dated April 17, 1995.
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i nvention by the express teachings or suggestions found in the
prior art, or by inplications contained in such teachings or
suggestions. In re Sernaker, 702 F.2d 989, 995, 217 USPQ 1, 6
(Fed. Gr. 1983). "Additionally, when determ ning

obvi ousness, the clained invention should be considered as a
whol e; there is no legally recogni zable 'heart' of the
invention." Para-Ordnance Mg. v. SGS Inporters Int'l, Inc.,
73 F.3d 1085, 1087, 37 uUsP@d 1237, 1239 (Fed. Cr. 1995),
cert. denied, 117 S.C. 80 (1996) citing W L. Gore & Assocs.,
Inc. v. Garlock, Inc., 721 F.2d 1540, 1548, 220 USPQ 303, 309
(Fed. Cir. 1983), cert. denied, 469 U S. 851 (1984).

In regard to the rejection of clainms 1 and 3 through 5
under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103 as bei ng unpatentabl e over Inada in view
of Kanatani and Flegal and the rejection of clains 2 and 6
t hrough 9 under 35 U. S.C. 8 103 as being unpatentabl e over
I nada in view of Kanatani, Appellants argue on pages 12
through 25 of the brief that |Inada, Kanatani and Fl egal,
together or individually, fail to teach or suggest a
symmetrical drive nmethod which utilizes binary code signals

and inverts the binary code signals in order to provide a
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symmetrical voltage waveform as shown in Appellants' Figure 6.
In particular, Appellants argue on pages 13 and 14 of the
brief that as indicated in Figure 6 (1), the nodul ation

vol tage applied to the Ndriving field has a width WL whi ch

corresponds to the clained binary coded signal. Further, the

nodul ated voltage in the P driving field has a width W2 which
corresponds to the binary conpl enent of the width of the

bi nary code signal WL applied to the N driving field.

Combi ning this nodul ation voltage with the witing voltage
illustrated in Figure 6 (2) provides the symretrical voltage
waveform provided to the picture elenents illustrated in
Figure 6 (3). Appellants further argue that as is clearly
illustrated in Figure 6 (3) the voltage waveform applied to
the picture elenent in the Ndriving field is symretrical to
the voltage waveform applied to the picture elenent in the P
driving field. As a result, Appellants argue that the

Appel lants' clainms recite either a symretrical drive nmethod or
apparatus that provides this symetrical voltage waveformto
the picture elenments. Appellants argue on page 15 of the
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brief that |Inada does not teach the clained synmetri cal
vol t age because | nada teaches in Figure 4 that the waveform
X2-Y1 has a voltage in the N franme that is not symmetrical to
the voltage in the P frane.

Appel I ants reenphasi ze the point in all of the reply
briefs. In particular, Appellants argue on page 4 of the June
19, 1995 reply brief that Figure 6 (3) illustrates a negative
vol tage being applied to a picture elenent and a positive
vol tage being applied to the sanme picture elenent. Appellants

further argue

that if the first pulse in Figure 6 (3), nanely the negative
vol tage pulse, is reoriented to a positive pulse, the first

pul se is identical to the second pulse shown in Figure 6 (3).

Accordingly, Appellants submt that the waveform applied to
the picture elenent in independent clains 1 through 9 is
symetrical, because a value represented by a binary coded
signal is applied first to the picture elenent, and then the
bi nary conpl ement of the binary code signal is applied to the

8
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picture elenment in order to obtain a symmetric vol tage
wavef orm as shown in Appellants' Figure 6 (3).

As pointed out by our reviewi ng court, we nust first
determ ne the scope of the claim "[T]he name of the gane is
the claim"” In re Hniker Co., 150 F.3d 1362, 1369, 47 USPQd
1523, 1529 (Fed. Cr. 1998). W note that Appellants' claiml
recites "inverting the logical value of the binary code of the
plurality of predeterm ned bits to produce the binary
conpl ement of the | ogical value of the binary code of the
plurality of predeterm ned bits and applying the binary
conpl ement as a second nodul ated voltage, to said plurality of
pi xels, in other of the pair of fields, thereby providing a
symmetri cal voltage waveformto said plurality of pixels.”

Simlarly, Appellants' claim?2

recites inverting the binary code signal so the gradation

di splay data and its binary conplenent are utilized with the
positive and negative witing voltage, respectively, to
produce a symmetrical voltage waveformto the picture

el ements. W note that clainms 2

9
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through 6, 8 and 9 also recite simlar |anguage requiring the
production of a symmetrical voltage waveform as shown in
Figure 6 (3) which is then applied to the pixels. In
reviewing claim?7, we note that Appellants claim"a data

el ectrode driving circuit for applying a first nodul ated
voltage with a tine duration corresponding to a |ogical value
of a binary code ... in a termcorresponding to one el ectrode
of the adjacent scanning side electrode pair, inverting the

| ogi cal value of the binary code ... and for applying the

bi nary conpl ement as a second nodul ated voltage in a term
corresponding to the other electrode of the adjacent scanning
side electrode pairs, to the data side electrodes.” Thus,
claim7 results in the production of a symretrical voltage
wavef orm as shown in Figure 6 (3) which is then applied to the
pi xel s.

Upon a careful review of Inada, we find that the
reference fails to teach the production of a symretri cal
vol t age waveform shown in Figure 6 (3) by inverting the binary
code signal so the gradation display data and its binary

conpl ement are utilized
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with the positive and negative witing voltage, respectively,
to produce a symetrical voltage waveformto the picture

el emrents. Inada shows in Figure 4, waveforns X2-Y1l and X2-Y2
in which the positive and negative pul ses are different when
they are applied to the picture el enents.

Furthernore, we fail to find any suggestion of nodifying
| nada to provide a symmetrical voltage waveform as recited in
Appel lants' clainms 1 through 9. The Federal Circuit states
that "[t]he nmere fact that the prior art may be nodified in
t he manner suggested by the Exam ner does not make the
nodi fication obvious unless the prior art suggested the
desirability of the nodification.” 1In re Fritch, 972 F. 2d
1260, 1266 n. 14, 23 USPQ2d 1780, 1783-84 n.14 (Fed. Cr
1992), citing In re Gordon, 733 F.2d 900, 902, 221 USPQ 1125,
1127 (Fed. Cir. 1984). "(Cbviousness may not be established
usi ng hindsight or in view of the teachings or suggestions of
the inventor." Para-Ordnance Mg., 73 F.3d at 1087, 37 USPQd
at 1239, citing W L. CGore, 721 F.2d at 1551, 1553, 220 USPQ

at 311, 312-13.
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We have not sustained the rejection of clainms 1 through 9
under 35 U. S.C. 8 103. Accordingly, the Exam ner's decision
IS reversed.

REVERSED

PARSHOTAM S. LALL
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

JAMES D. THOWAS )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
)
)
) BOARD OF PATENT
M CHAEL R FLEM NG )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) APPEALS AND
)
) | NTERFERENCES
)
)
)
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