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(2) is not binding precedent of the Board.
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Bef ore URYNOW CZ, FLEM NG and RUGE ERO, Adninistrative Patent
Judges.

RUGE ERO, Adni ni strative Patent Judge.

ON REQUEST FOR REHEARI NG

Appel I ant requests that we reconsi der our decision of
March 8, 2000 wherein we sustained the Exam ner’s rejection of
clainms 1-7 under 35 U.S.C. § 103.

I n our previous decision, we determ ned that the Exam ner

had established a prim facie case of obvi ousness based on
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vari ous conbi nations of Kropielnicki with the Roberts,
Al tmayer, and Sato references, which had not been persuasively
rebutted by any convincing argunents of Appellant. In
particular, we found that the Exam ner’s |ine of reasoning
established proper notivation to the skilled artisan to attach
a w ndow pane to a vehicle frame, in the |anguage of appeal ed
claim1l1, “via a conductive adhesive |ayer.” Appellant now
argues (Request, page 1):

“[Nleither the exam ner nor the board has put

forward a credi ble notivation for the use of

such a layer in Kropielnicki et al, except

wi th the use of hindsight.”

We have reconsi dered our decision of March 8, 2000 in
light of Appellant’s comrents in the Request for Rehearing,
and we find no error therein. W, therefore, decline to nmake
any changes in our prior decision for the reasons which
foll ow.

Appel lant’ s primary point of contention is apparently
t hat because Kropi el nicki suggests alternative ways of
attaching the glass pane to the vehicle frane, i.e., contact

or capacitive non-contact, a high quality contact connection,

if a contact connection is chosen, is not considered to be
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inportant. In Appellant’s view, this alleged inplied | ack of
concern with establishing a quality ground connection on the
part of Kropielnicki cannot establish proper notivation to the
skilled artisan to use a conductive adhesive to establish

such high quality contact.
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We find no error, however, in our initial finding
(Deci sion, page 9) of the obviousness to the skilled artisan
of using an adhesive as part of a securing neasure to attach a
wi ndow pane to a vehicle frane. An artisan nust be presuned

to know sonet hi ng about the art apart fromwhat the references

di scl ose (see In re Jacoby, 309 F.2d 513, 516, 135 USPQ 317
319 (CCPA 1962)) and the conclusion of obviousness may be nade
from "comon know edge and common sense" of the person of

ordinary skill in the art (see In re Bozek, 416 F.2d 1385,

1390, 163 USPQ 545, 549 (CCPA 1969)). Moreover, skill is
presunmed on the part of those practicing in the art. See In
re Sovish, 769 F.2d 738, 742, 226 USPQ 771

774 (Fed. Gr. 1985).

Simlarly, we find no error in our original finding that
the Exam ner was correct in concluding that, once the skilled
arti san has chosen an adhesive securing neasure to attach a
pane to a vehicle frame, it is only good engineering practice
to establish the soundest grounded connection, i.e., by using
a conductive adhesive. In considering the disclosure of a
reference, it is proper to take into account not only specific

teachings of the reference but also the inferences which one
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skilled in the art would reasonably be expected to draw

t herefrom In re Preda,

401 F.2d 825, 826, 159 USPQ 342, 344 (CCPA 1968).

We remai n convinced for the reasons expressed in our
original decision that the skilled artisan, having chosen a
contact connection contenplated by Kropielnicki, would
recogni ze the obvi ousness of using a conductive adhesive to
attach a wi ndow pane to a vehicle frane.

We have granted Appellant’s request to the extent that we
have reconsi dered our decision of March 8, 2000, but we deny

the request with respect to naki ng any changes therein.
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