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4. A vehicle control pedal apparatus (12) comprising:

a support (18) adapted to be mounted to a vehicle
structure (20);

an adjustable pedal assembly (22) having a pedal arm
(14) moveable in force and aft directions with respect to
said support (18);

a pivot (24) for pivotally supporting said adjustable
pedal assembly (22) with respect to said support (18) and
defining a pivot axis (26); and

an electronic control (28) attached to said support (18)

for controlling a vehicle system;

said apparatus (12) characterized by said electronic control (28) being responsive to said pivot (24) for providing a signal
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(32) that corresponds to pedal arm position as said pedal arm (14) pivots about said pivot axis (26) between rest and applied
positions wherein the position of said pivot (24) remains constant while said pedal arm (14) moves in fore and aft directions
with respect to said pivot (24).
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A vehicle control pedal apparatus (12) includes a support (18) adapted to be mounted to a vehicle
structure (20) and an adjustable pedal assembly (22) having a pedal arm (14) that is moveable in fore and aft
directions with respect to the support (18). A pivot (24) pivotally supports the adjustable pedal assembly (22)
with respect to the support (18) and defines a pivot axis (26). The control pedal apparatus (12) further includes
an electronic throttle control (28) attached to the support (18) for controlling an engine throttle (30). The
apparatus (12) is characterized by the electronic throttle control (28) being responsive to the pivot (24) for
providing a signal (32) that corresponds to pedal arm position as the pedal arm (14) pivots about the pivot axis
(26) between rest and applied positions, Thus, the control pedal apparatus (12) can adjust pedal arm position in
fore and aft directions without having to move the electronic throttle control unit (28) along with the pedal arm
(14). Additionally, the electronic throttle control (28) is responsive to the pivot (24) about which the adjustable
pedal assembly (22) rotates.
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4 “[U]nless more ingenuity and skill in applying the old

method of fastening the shank and the knob were required
in the application of it to the clay or porcelain knob than
were possessed by an ordinary mechanic acquainted with
the business, there was an absence of that degree of skill
and ingenuity which constitute essential elements of every
invention. In other words, the improvement is the work of
the skilful mechanic, not that of the inventor.” Hotchkiss v.
Greenwood, 52 U.S. (11 How.) 248 (1851).

® 35 U.S.C. § 103. Conditions for patentability; non-obvious
subject matter

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not
identically disclosed or described as set forth in section
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102 of this title, if the differences between the subject
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that
the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at
the time the invention was made to a person having
ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter
pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner
in which the invention was made.

® Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 (1966).
“presents no operative mechanical distinctions, much less
nonobvious differences,” Graham, 383 U.S. at 26 (1966).
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° United States v. Adams, 383 U.S. 39 (1966).

10 «axceedingly small and quite nontechnical mechanical
differences,” Graham, 383 U.S. at 36 (1966).
“unexpected,” “far surpassed then-existing wet batteries,”
“deter any investigation,” and “noted experts expressed
disbelief in it,” Adams, 383 U.S. at 51-52..
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12 Anderson’s-Black Rock, Inc. v. Pavement
Salvage Co., 396 U.S. 57 (1969).

13 Dann v. Johnston, 425 U.S. 219 (1976).

1 sakraida v. Ag Pro, Inc., 425 U.S. 273 (1976).

5 «“the nature of the current use of data processing
equipment and computer programs in the banking
industry, "Dann, 425 U.S. at 226.

% “hanks have long segregated debits attributable to service
charges within any given separate account and have
rendered their customers subtotals for those charges, "ld.
at 227.
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supports a conclusion of obviousness,” Id.

8 “Dirks invention is not equivalent to respondent’s system.
However, . . . are closely analogous to . . . respondent’s
system.” “The gap between the prior art and respondent’s
system is simply not so great as to render the system
nonobvious to one reasonably skilled in the art.” Id. at
229-30.

“abrupt release of the water from the tanks or pools
directly onto the barn floor, which causes the flow of a
sheet of water that washes all animal waste into drains
within minutes and requires no supplemental hand labor,”
Sakraida, 425 U.S. at 277.

“Courts should scrutinize combination patent claims with
a care proportioned to the difficulty and improbability of
finding invention in an assembly of old elements . . . A
patent for a combination which only unites old elements
with no change in their respective functions . . . obviously
withdraws what already is known into the field of its
monopoly and diminishes the resources available to
skillful men...,” Id. at 281..

“Though doubtless a matter of great convenience,
producing a desired result in a cheaper and faster way, and
enjoying commercial success, . . .” Id. at 282.
“Exploitation of the principle of gravity adds nothing to
the sum of useful knowledge where there is no change in
the respective functions of the elements of the
combination. . . .” Id.
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