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06/ 788,994, filed October 18, 1985, abandoned.
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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 134

This is an appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 134 from an
examner’s rejections of Clainms 49-68, all clains pending in
this application.

| nt r oducti on

Clains 49-68 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 112, first
par agr aph, purportedly because appellants’ specification would
not have enabl ed persons skilled in the art to make and use
the full scope of the subject matter clai ned.

Clains 67-68 stand rejected for obviousness-type double
patenting of Clains 1-10 of Johnson et al. (Johnson), U. S.
4,863, 565, patented Septenber 5, 1989.

Clainms 49-68 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as
being anticipated by (1) Ring et al. (Ring), US. 4,588,400,
patented May 13, 1986 (prior art under section 102(e) based on
an application filing date of Decenber 16, 1982); (2) Valla et

al. (Vvalla), “Cellul ose-negative Mitants of Acetobacter

xylinum” J. Gen. Mcrobiol., Vol. 128, pp. 1401-08 (1982);
(3) Kusakabe et al. (Kusakabe), UK Patent Specification
1,570, 487, published July 2, 1980); or Ramanurti et al.

(Ramanurti), “Cellul ose Formati on by Acetobacter acetigenumin
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a 50% (w v) dycerol Synthetic Medium” Biotech. & Bioeng.
Vol . XXV, pp. 2267-68 (1982).

Clainms 49-68 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as
bei ng unpatentable in view of the teaching of Ring, Valla,
Kusakabe, or Ramanurti.

Clains 49, 57, 64, 67, and 68 are representative of the
clai med inventions. For reasons expl ained hereafter, we
consider Clains 57, 64-66, and 68 separately from d ai ns 49-
56, 58-63,
and 67. Cainms 49, 57, 67, and 68 read:

49. A nmethod for producing substantially reticul ated
cel | ul ose conpri sing:

a) culturing a mcroorgani smof the genus
Acet obacter and nutants thereof, wherein said
m croorgani smis capabl e of producing substantially
pure cellul ose, under substantially continuous
agitation in a liquid nedium suitable for growh of
said mcroorganismfor a sufficient tinme to produce
reticulated cellul ose, said m croorgani sm being
characterized as being stable agai nst conversion
fromcellul ose producing forns to non-cell ul ose
produci ng fornms under said culturing conditions; and

b) recovering said reticul ated cell ul ose.

57. The method of claim49 wherein the recovered
reticulated cellulose is characterized when viewed with a
scanning el ectron m croscope by a reticulated structure
havi ng strands of cellulose that interconnect formng a
grid-like pattern extending in three dinmensions to give
a fenestrated appearance.
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67. Reticulated cellul ose produced by the nethod of
cl ai m 49.

68. Reticulated cellul ose produced by the nethod of
claim64. 2

Di scussi on

A

Even though all rejections under 35 U . S.C. 8§ 112, second
par agraph, have been w thdrawn (Exam ner’s Answer (Ans.), p.
1), the exam ner remains troubled by the nmeaning of the terns
“substantially pure cellulose” and “substantially conti nuous
agitation” in Caim49 (Ans., pp. 2-3, Part 1). The examn ner
objects to the use of the aforementioned ternms in appellants’
cl ai mrs because, in his view, the clainms on appeal are directed
to a nethod of producing “substantially reticulated cell ul ose”

which is defined solely as the product of m croorganisns of

t he genus Acet obacter when cultured under “substantially

continuous agitation” conditions. However, instead of
rejecting appellants’ clainms for unpatentability under the
second paragraph of section 112 because they do not

particularly point out and distinctly claimthe subject matter

2 |In method Claim64, the recovered reticul ated cellulose is
characterized in the sane manner as in nethod d ai m57.

- 4 -
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whi ch the applicants regard as their invention, the exam ner
concl uded that appellants’ specification would not have
enabl ed persons skilled in the art to nake and use
“substantially reticul ated cellul ose” because neither the
m croor gani sm whi ch produces the indicated product under the
condi tions specified nor the product which is produced by
sui tabl e m croorgani sns cultured under the specified
conditions is adequately defined. |In our view, the exam ner
erroneously considered the patentability of the subject matter
of Clainms 49-56, 58-63, and 67 under 35 U. S.C. 8 112, first
paragraph, 35 U.S.C. 8§ 102, 35 U. S.C. § 103, and for
obvi ousness-type doubl e patenting w thout first determ ning
the full scope of the subject matter clai ned.

CGenerally, before issues related to the patentability of
the clained subject matter under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first
par agraph, 102, 103, or the court-created doctrine of
obvi ousness-type doubl e patenting can begin to be considered,
the exam ner nust determne what is being clained. See In re

Moore, 439 F.2d 1232, 1235, 169 USPQ 236, 238 (CCPA 1971);

[ T] he claims nmust be analyzed first in order to determ ne
exactly what subject matter they enconpass.

The first inquiry therefore is nmerely to determ ne
whet her the clainms do, in fact, set out and circunscribe

- 5 -
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a particular area with a reasonabl e degree of precision
and particularity. It is here where the definiteness of
t he | anguage enpl oyed nust be anal yzed--not in a vacuum
but always in light of the teachings of the prior art and
of the particular application disclosure as it would be

i nterpreted by one possessing the ordinary |evel of skil
in the pertinent art.

“Once having ascertai ned exactly what subject matter is being

claimed, the next inquiry nust be into whether such subject

matter is novel.” In re Wlder, 429 F.2d 447, 450, 166 USPQ

545, 548 (CCPA 1970). *“Before considering the rejections

under
35 U.S.C. 88 103 and 112, we nust first decide . . . [what]
the clains include within their scope.” |In re Geerdes, 491

F.2d 1260, 1262, 180 USPQ 789, 791 (CCPA 1974). Wth regard
to the scope of the clainmed process, the exam ner focused on
t he product - produci ng m croorgani smrather than the product
bei ng produced (Ans., p. 3, first para.):

The only nmethod left to determne if a m croorgani sns

[sic] fits within the claimis to run the process itself.

However, even this is not sufficient since there is no

gui dance provided as to what constitutes “substantially”

pure product or “substantially” continuous agitation.
Thus

even if one skilled in the art ran the process, the
artisan

woul d be left to guess as to whether the m croorgani sm
woul d

fit within the scope of the clains. Thus the isolation
or

even identification of bacterial strains of Acetobacter

-6 -
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whi ch produce reticul ated cellul ose product as herein
clainmed is unpredictable in the art

The exam ner added (Ans., p. 11), “[Qne of skill would be
hard pressed to identify the intended m croorgani sns for use
inthe claimed method . . . .” The conplexity of the
examner’s dilema is best seen in his attenpts to conpare
appel l ants’ process steps to the process steps the prior art
descri bes. For exanple, the exam ner could not distinguish
the intermttent agitation purportedly taught by Ring fromthe
“substantially continuous agitation” (C aim49) required for
appel l ants’ cl ai ned process (Ans., p. 17, first para.). Note
the exam ner’s aside that the cellul ose product Ri ng produces
“appear[s] to correspond to the clained reticul ated cel | ul ose”
(Ans., p. 17, second para.). It is not and apparently never
has been clear to the exam ner what the term“reticul ated
cellul ose” neans (Ans., p. 18, first para.):
No data has actually been submtted to distinguish
“reticulated cellulose” fromthe pellicle formation of
Ring, and the other references, wherein the Acetobacter
m croorgani sns are cultured under conditions of

agi tation.
Irrespective of his belief that persons skilled in the

art would have been left to guess whether subject matter falls
wi thin the scope of appellants’ clains, the examner failed to
directly address the uncertainty of the scope of the clains

-7 -
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under section 112, second paragraph, and proceeded to reject
appel l ants’ clai nmed invention under sections 112, first

par agr aph, 102, and 103 and court-created obvi ousness-type
doubl e patenting. W hold that the exam ner erred in
considering the patentability of Cainms 49-56, 58-63, and 67
under sections 112, first paragraph, 102, and 103 w t hout
first “having ascertained exactly what subject matter is being

clainmed.” In re Wlder, 429 F.2d at 450, 166 USPQ at 548.

It is inmproper for this Board to review a finding of

anticipation under section 102, In re Wlder, 429 F.2d at 450,

166 USPQ at 548, or a holding of unpatentability under

sections 103 and 112, first paragraph, In re Geerdes, 491 F. 2d

at 1262, 180 USPQ at 791, based on speculation as to the

meani ng of the terns in the clains. 1n re Steele, 305 F. 2d

859, 862, 134 USPQ 292, 295 (CCPA 1962). Accordingly, we do
not at this point review the propriety of the pending
rejections of dains 49-56, 58-63, and 67 under sections 112,
first paragraph, 102, and 103. Rather, we remand the
application to the exam ner for the exam ner to determne in
the first instance the neaning of the terns in the clains, the

scope of the subject matter clained, and whether the clains
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are in conpliance with the requirenents of 35 U S.C. § 112,
second par agr aph?.
B
However, Clains 57, 64-66, and 68 stand on a different
footing since they read in relevant part:
reticulated cellulose is characterized when vi ewed
with a scanning electron mcroscope by a reticul ated
structure having strands of cellul ose that interconnect
formng a grid-like pattern extending in three di mensions
to give a fenestrated appearance.

In considering the patentability of these clainms, we
refer both the exam ner and appellants to Ben-Bassat et al.
(Ben-Bassat), U S. Patent 5,144,021, patented Septenber 1
1992. U. S. 5,144,021, issued from Application 07/633, 761
filed January 30, 1991. Application 08/070,650 of this appeal
was filed June 1, 1993, as a continuation of Application
07/ 657,178, filed February 19, 1991. Both Applications
07/ 633, 761 and 07/657,178 are divisionals of Application

07/ 196, 496, filed May 19, 1988, now U.S. Patent 5,079, 162.

3 To the extent the exam ner is troubled by appellants’ use
of the qualifying word “substantially” in these clains, the
exam ner should review the decision in In re Mttison, 509 F.2d
563, 184 USPQ 484 (CCPA 1975).
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Thus, the clains here on appeal and the clainms in U S
5,144,021 are supported by the sane discl osure.
Claim1l of U S. 5,144,021 reads:
1. A reticulated cellul ose product characterized
as having a reticulated structure and having strands of
cellul ose that interconnect formng a grid-like pattern
extending in three dinensions to give a fenestrated
appear ance when viewed with a scanning el ectron
m cr oscope.
We note that the product of daim1l1l of US 55 144,021 is
defined in the same manner as the product made by the
processes of Clainms 57 and 64 of this appeal, and, thus,
appears to be indistin-guishable fromthe reticul ated
cel l ul ose product of Claim®68 of this appeal which is
“produced by the by method of claim®64" (C aim68)*

Clainms 1 and 3-6 of Johnson et al. (Johnson), U S.
4,863,565, issued Septenber 5, 1989, over which Cains 67 and
68 here stand rejected for obviousness-type doubl e patenting,

r ead:

1. A wet laid cellulosic sheet conprising a

4 The exam ner shoul d consi der whether the patenting of
product Clainms 67 and 68 of this appeal would be obvi ousness-type
doubl e patenting of Claim1 of U S. 5,144,021. Moreover, the
exam ner and appel l ants should consider the propriety of a
rejection of product-by-process Caim&68 under 35 U S.C. § 101
over Claim1l of U S. 5,144, 021.

- 10 -
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m crobi al ly produced cel |l ul ose under conditions of
agitation, said cellul ose being characterized by a high
frequency of thickened branched substantially continuous
cellul ose strands that interconnect to formreticul ated
grid-like structure extending in three dinensions, said
sheet showi ng a high degree of resistance to
densification
by wet conpression.

3. The cel lul osic sheet of claim1l wherein the
m crobial cellulose is produced by a cellul ose producing
organi sm of the genus Acetobacter.
4. The cellul osic sheet of claim3 in which the
Acet obacter organismis resistant to nutation in agitated
culture to non-cellul ose producing strains.
5. The cel lul osic sheet of claim4 wherein the
m crobi al cellulose is produced by a cellul ose producing
organi sm of the species Acetobacter xylinum
6. The cel lul osic sheet of claim5 wherein said
m croorganismis selected fromthe group consisting
of Acetobacter xylinum ATTC 53264, 53263, and 53254,
corresponding to strains 1306-3, 1306-11, and 1306-21.
Johnson’ s specification is practically, if not conpletely,
identical to the specifications supporting the clains of this
appeal and the clainms of Ben-Bassat, U S. 5, 144, 021.
On consideration of the clainmed subject matter allowed in
Ben- Bassat, U. S. 5,144,021, and Johnson, U.S. 4,863,565, it
appears that the present examner’s rejection of Clains 57,

64-66 and 68 in this application is inconsistent with the

al l omance of simlar subject matter by other exam ners.
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C

We hold that the examner’s rejections of Clainms 57
and 64-66 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph, 35 U S. C
§ 102, and 35 U.S.C. § 103 are reviewable on the nerits and
the examner’s rejections of Clainms 68 under 35 U S.C. § 112,
first paragraph, 35 U.S.C. 8 102, and 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103 and for
obvi ousness-type doubl e patenting are revi ewabl e on the
merits. However, the nerits of the examner’s rejections of
Cl aims 49-56, 58-63, and 67 under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 112, first
paragraph, 35 U S. C
§ 102, and 35 U.S.C. § 103 are not properly reviewable at this
time. The scope and neaning of the term*“reticul ated
cellulose” in those clains is unclear; the termin Caim49
nmust be broader in scope than the limting characterization in
dependent C aim 57, because Caim57 nust, as a matter of | aw,
further limt Caim49 upon which it depends (35 U.S.C. § 112,
fourth paragraph).

1. 35 US.C. § 112, first paragraph

During prosecution in the PTO claimlanguage is to be
given its broadest reasonable interpretation which is
consistent with the description of the invention in the

specification. Inre Zletz, 893 F.2d 319, 321, 13 USPQd

- 138 -
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1320, 1322 (Fed. Cir. 1989). It is difficult to interpret the
subject matter of Clainms 57, 64-66 and 68 in |ight of the
specification in this case, since the exam ner and appell ants
declined to consider the | anguage of any claimseparately from
t he | anguage appearing in Caim49. The exam ner stated
(Ans., p. 2, first para.):
The rejection of clains 49-68 stand or fall together

because appellant’s brief does not include a statenent
that this grouping of clains does not stand or fall together.
We shall consider Cains 57, 64-66, and 68 separately. Rather
than remand this case in its entirety to the exam ner, we
proceed to the extent the claimlanguage permts.

A specification fails to satisfy the requirenents of
35 U.S.C. 8§ 112, first paragraph, when it would not have
enabl ed persons skilled in the art to make and use the ful

scope of the subject matter clained, w thout undue

experinmentation. 1n re Vaeck, 947 F.2d 488, 495-96, 20 USPQd

1438, 1444 (Fed. Cir. 1991). The exam ner has the initia
burden to explain why the specification which supports C ains
57, 64-66, and 68 in this case woul d not have enabl ed persons
skilled in the art to nake and use the full scope of the

subject matter clained. See In re Marzocchi, 439 F.2d 220,

- 14 -
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223, 169 USPQ 367, 369 (CCPA 1971)(“[A] specification

di scl osure which contains a teaching of the manner and process
of making and using the invention in terns which correspond in
scope to those used in describing and defining the subject
matter sought to be patented nust be taken as in conpliance
with the enabling requirenment of the first paragraph of § 112
unl ess there is reason to doubt the objective truth of the
statenents contai ned therein which nmust be relied on for
enabl i ng support.”) The PTO has issued two patents with

cl ai med subject matter defined by claimlanguage substantially
the sane as that in Cainms 57, 64, and 68 on appeal, which are
supported by substantially the same specification as supports
the clains presently on appeal. Presumably, then, this
specification would al so have enabl ed persons skilled in the
art to make and use the full scope of the subject matter
defined by Cains 57, 64-66, and 68.

Under the circunstances, the exam ner has not met his
initial burden to show unpatentability under the first
paragraph of 8§ 112. Absent other, nore clear and convincing
evi dence in support of a holding contrary to that previously
made by the PTO that a substantially identical specification
woul d have enabl ed persons skilled in the art to nmake and use

- 15 -
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the full scope of “reticulated cellul ose product”
characterized in substantially the sanme manner in appeal ed
Clainms 57, 64-66, and 68 as in the patented clains, we reverse
the examner’'s rejections of Cainms 57, 64-66, and 68 on
appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph.

However, as indicated above, we remand the case with
respect to Clains 49-56, 58-63, and 67 for the exam ner to
determne, in the first instance, what the scope and content
of the subject matter clainmed is. This is not to say that the
examner’s rejection of O ainms 49-56, 58-63, and 67 under 35
US C 8§ 112, first paragraph, is without nerit. The subject
matt er of
Clainms 49-56, 58-63, and 67 appears to be far broader in scope
than the scope of the clains allowed in U S. 5,144,021 to Ben-
Bassat. W cannot review the exam ner’s holding that the
subject matter of those clains is broader in scope than the
enabl i ng disclosure until the exam ner first determ nes the
scope of the subject matter cl ai ned.

After determ ning the scope of the subject matter
cl ai mred, the exam ner should then consider the foll ow ng

i nstruction
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in PPG Indus., Inc. v. Quardian Indus. Corp., 75 F.3d 1558,

1564,

37 USP2d 1618, 1623 (Fed. GCr. 1996), wth regard to

the propriety of rejections of broadly clained subject matter

under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 112, first paragraph:

In unpredictable art areas, this court has refused to
find broad generic clains enabled by specifications that
denonstrate the enabl enent of only one or a few

enbodi nent s

and do not denonstrate with reasonable specificity howto
make and use ot her potential enbodi ments across the ful

scope of the claim See, e.qg., In re Goodman, 11 F. 3d
1046,

1050- 52, 29 USP@d 2010, 2013-15 (Fed. G r. 1993); Angen

Inc. v. Chugai Pharmaceutical Co., 927 F.2d 1200, 1212-
14,

18 USPQ2d 1016, 1026-28 (Fed. Cir.), cert. denied, 502
U. S.

856 (1991); In re Vaeck, 947 F.2d at 496, 20 USPQ at
1445.

Enabl ement is lacking in those cases, the court has

expl ai ned, because the undescri bed enbodi ments cannot

be made, based on the disclosure in the specification,

wi t hout undue experinentation. But the question of undue

experinmentation is a matter of degree. The fact that
sone

experinmentation is necessary does not preclude
enabl enment ;

what is required is that the anount of experinentation
“nmust

not be unduly extensive.” Atlas Powder Co. v. E.I.
DuPont

de Nenmours & Co., 750 F.2d 1569, 1576, 224 USPQ 409, 413

(Fed. Cir. 1984). The Patent and Trademark O fice Board
of

Appeal s summari zed the point well when it stated:

The test is not merely quantitative, since a
consi der abl e anobunt of experinentation is

perm ssi bl e,

- 17 -
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if it is nerely routine, or if the specification in
guestion provi des a reasonabl e anobunt of gui dance
with
respect to the direction in which the
experinmentation
shoul d proceed to enable the determ nation of howto
practice a desired enbodi nent of the invention
cl ai med.

Ex parte Jackson, 217 USPQ 804, 807 ([Bd. Pat. App. &

I nt.]
1982).

2. Obvi ousness-type doubl e patenting

Clains 67 and 68 stand rejected for obviousness-type
doubl e patenting of Clainms 1-10 of Johnson, U S. 4,863, 565.
W affirmthis rejection.

As stated in In re Goodnman, 11 F.3d 1046, 1052, 29 USPQd

2010, 2015 (Fed. CGir. 1993):

To prevent extension of the patent right beyond
statutory limts, the doctrine of obviousness-type double
patenting rejects application clainms to subject matter
di fferent but not patentably distinct fromthe subject
matter claimed in a prior patent. 1In re Braat, 937 F.2d
589, 592, 19 USP@d 1289, 1291-92 (Fed. Cir. 1991).

In this case, as in Goodman, 11 F.3d at 1053, 29 USPQRd at
2016, the patented clains are drawn to species of the

pat entably indistinct generic invention of the clains here on
appeal. Wiile the patented clains are directed to a wet laid
sheet of cellulose and Clains 67 and 68 are directed to

reticul ated cellul ose, the cellulosic conposition, reticul ated

- 18 -
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structure, and three dinensional configuration of both
products appear to be the

same or substantially the same. The reticulated cellul ose of
Clains 67 and 68 appears to be generic to the patented wet

| aid cellulosic sheet produced under conditions of agitation

by fernmentation of the sane Acetobacter species and

characterized by “thickened branched substantially continuous
cel lul ose strands that interconnect to forma reticul ated
grid-like structure extending in three dinensions” (Caim1l of
U S 4,863,565). The exam ner concluded that three
di nensional reticulated cellulose and a wet laid cellulosic
sheet made having a three dinensional reticulated structure
reasonably appear to be patentably indistinct (Ans., p. 4).
W see no error.

As said in Goodman, 11 F.3d at 1053, 29 USPQd at 2016,
this case does not require the “tw-way” type of analysis that

was required in Braat, 937 F.2d at 593, 19 USPQ2d at 1292-93.

Here, as in Goodman, supra, the PTO s actions did not dictate

the rate of prosecution of the clainmed subject matter, and any
patent issued with clainms drawn to the subject matter of
Clainms 67 and 68 of this appeal would further exclude others
from maki ng and using the invention clainmed in U S. 4, 863, 565.

- 19 -
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Furthernore, the exam ner should not only consider
whet her the subject matter of Clains 67 and 68 i s unpatentable
for obvi ousness-type doubl e patenting of the subject matter
clainmed in Ben-Bassat, U S. 5,144,021, patented Septenber 1,
1992, but al so whether C aim 68 should be rejected under 35
U S.C § 101 as drawn to the sane invention as the clains of
the patent. As for the existing appeal, we affirmthe
obvi ousness-type double patenting rejection of Clains 67 and
68 in view of the subject matter clainmed in U S. 4, 863, 565.

3. 8 102 or 103 over Ring., Valla, Kusakabe or Ramanurti

First, we note that Ring, Valla and Kusakabe are al
included as References Cited on the face of Ben-Bassat, U S
5,144,021. Ramanurti’s teaching stands on no better footing.
Therefore, the subject matter clainmed in the patent, nanely:

1. A reticulated cellul ose product characterized
as having a reticulated structure and having strands of
cellul ose that interconnect formng a grid-like pattern
extending in three dinensions to give a fenestrated

appearance when viewed with a scanning el ectron
m croscope

[;]
is presumably patentable over the disclosure of R ng, Valla,
or Kusakabe, or in view of the teaching of Ring, Valla, or
Kusakabe. Consequently, the examiner’s action in this case

appears to be inconsistent with the previous determ nation.

- 20 -
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Si nce the exam ner needs to consider the conflict in the first
i nstance, we reverse all the examner’s rejections of O ains

57, 64-66, and 68 under 35 U . S.C. § 102 or 8§ 103.

Concl usi on

1. W reverse the examner’s rejection of Clains 57, 64-66,
and 68 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph.

2. W affirmthe examner’s rejection of Clains 67 and 68
for obvi ousness-type double patenting of Clains 1-10 of

U S. 4,863, 565.

3. W reverse the examner’s rejection of Clains 57, 64-66,
and 68 under 35 U.S.C. 8 102 over Ring, Valla, Kusakabe, or
Ramanurti .

4. W reverse the examner’s rejection of Clains 57, 64-66,
and 68 under 35 U.S.C. §8 103 in view of the separate teaching
of Ring, Valla, Kusakabe, or Ramanurti.

5. W do not consider the nerits of the exam ner’s
rejections of Cdains 49-56, 58-63, and 67 under 35 U. S.C. §
112, first paragraph, 35 U S.C. § 102, or 35 U S.C. § 103.
Rat her we remand the case for initial interpretation of the
cl ai m |l anguage, determ nation of the scope of the subject
matter clainmed, and conpliance with the requirenents of 35

- 21 -
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U S C 8 112, second paragraph; and thereafter for
consideration of patentability issues arising under 35 U. S. C
§ 112, first paragraph, 35 U.S.C. § 102, or 35 U S.C. § 103.
The application, by virtue of its "special" status,
requires i medi ate action. See Manual of Patent Exam ning
Procedure, 8 708.01(d). It is inportant that the Board of
Pat ent Appeals and Interferences be informed pronptly of any

action affecting the appeal.

AFFI RVED- | N- PART; REVERSED- | N- PART; REMANDED

WLLIAMF. SM TH )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge)
)
|
TEDDY S. GRON ) BOARD OF PATENT

Adm ni strative Patent Judge) APPEALS AND
) | NTERFERENCES

)

)
JOAN ELLIS )

Adm ni strative Patent Judge)
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Al bert P. Halluin

Box No. 34

Howy & Sinon

1229 Pennsyl vani a Avenue,
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