TH'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 bi ndi ng precedent of the Board.
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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

A iver Stoxen et al. appeal fromthe final rejection of
claims 1 through 13, all of the clains pending in the
application. W reverse.

The invention relates to a handrail for a passenger

Y Application for patent filed Decenber 19, 1995.
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conveyor such as an escalator, and to a nethod and device for
nonitoring the structural integrity of the handrail. dains
1, 8 and 10, the three independent clainms on appeal, are
illustrative and read as foll ows:

1. A handrail nonitoring device for a handrail, the
handrai| being driven through a closed | oop by a drive
machi ne, the nonitoring device including:

one or nore conductors extending through the handrail

nmeans for inducing an electrical current in the one or
nor e conduct ors;

and

means to nonitor the induced current.

8. A handrail for a passenger conveyor, the handrai
defining a continuous | oop, the handrail including one or nore
conductors that extend longitudinally through the handrail to
forman electrically closed, continuous |oop, such that an
el ectrical current may be induced in the one or nore
conduct or s.

10. A nethod to nonitor a passenger conveyor handrail
the handrail including one or nore conductors extending
| ongi tudinally through the handrail to forman electrically
cl osed | oop, the nethod including the steps of:

i nducing a current in the one or nore conductors;

nmeasuring the induced current;

conmparing the neasured current to a predeterm ned |evel
of current; and

generating a signal if the neasured current is |ess than
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the predeterm ned | evel of current.
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The references relied upon by the exam ner as evi dence

obvi ousness are:

Buckeridge et al. (Buckeridge) 2,649, 955 Aug. 25,
1953
Ratz et al. (Ratz) 3,834,524 Sep. 10,
1974 Duffy 3, 899, 071 Aug.
12, 1975
Kuraki et al., Japanese Patent 61-114916 Jun. 2,
1986 Docurent ( Kur aki)?
Yasuhara, Japanese Patent 3-98990 Apr. 24,
1991

Docunent ?
Kobayashi, Japanese Patent 5- 246676 Sep. 24,
1993

Docunent ?

Clainms 1 through 13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §
103(a) as bei ng unpatentabl e over Kobayashi or Yasuhara in
vi ew of Kuraki, Buckeridge, Duffy or Ratz.

Kobayashi and Yasuhara, the examiner’s alternative

primary references, disclose nethods and devices for

of

monitoring the speed of handrails used in escalators and I|ike

passenger conveyors. The handrails include spaced nmagnetic or

netallic elenents (16 in Kobayashi and 30 in Yasuhara) which

2An English |l anguage translation of this reference,
prepared by or on behalf of the Patent and Trademark O fice,
I s appended hereto.
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interact with stationary sensors to allow the handrail speed

to be determ ned. Nei t her of
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these references neets the limtations in independent clains 1
and 10 relating to the inducenent and nonitoring/ neasur enent
of an electric current in a handrail conductor or the
limtation in claim8 requiring the handrail conductor(s) to
forman electrically closed continuous | oop such that an

el ectrical current nmay be induced therein. The examner’s
reliance on Kuraki, Buckeridge, Duffy or Ratz to cure these
deficiencies is not well founded.

Duffy and Ratz relate to endl ess conveyor belts having
cl osed | oop current conductors which are nonitored to detect
damage to the belt. Kuraki discloses a belt conveyor
containing a steel cord which indicates damage via changes in
i nduct ance. Buckeridge pertains to a conveyor belt having
conductors therein for transmtting personnel -generated
control signals to a control box.

According to the examner, “[i]t would have been obvi ous
that the belt enbedded field generating el enents 16 of
Kobayashi or 30 of Yasuhara could be closed | ooped el enents
l'ike in Kuraki, 27 of Buckeridge et al. or 12 of Duffy or 3-6
of Ratz” (final rejection, page 2). As pointed out by the

appel | ants, however,
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there is nothing in the conbined teachings of the applied

ref erences whi ch woul d have suggested these conbi nati ons.

I ndeed, since the proposed nodifications of Kobayashi and
Yasuhara woul d underm ne their stated objectives of nonitoring
handrai|l speed, it would be fair to say that the conbi ned
teachi ngs of the references woul d have di scouraged such

nodi fications. The only suggestion for conbining the applied
references so as to arrive at the subject matter recited in

i ndependent clains 1, 8 and 10 stens from hi ndsi ght know edge
I nperm ssibly derived fromthe appellants’ disclosure.

Accordi ngly, we shall not sustain the standing 35 U.S. C

8 103(a) rejection of clains 1, 8 and 10, or of clains 2

through 7, 9 and 11 through 13 which depend therefrom
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The deci sion of the exam ner

JPM caw

REVERSED

NEAL E. ABRANMS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

JOHN P. McQUADE
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

MURRI EL E. CRAWORD
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

is reversed.
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