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 |l aw journal and
(2) is not binding precedent of the Board.
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ON REQUEST FOR REHEARI NG

This is in response to a request, filed August 2, 1999,

33

for rehearing/reconsideration of our decision, nmailed May 28,

1999, wherein we sustained the examner’s section 103

rej ections of the appeal ed clains as bei ng unpat ent abl e over
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Senga al one or alternatively over the conbi ned di scl osures of
Vi daurri and Scoggi ns or Nesheiwat or Senga.

On pages 1 and 2 of their request, the appellants
reiterate their argunent that Senga al one contains no teaching
or suggestion of preparing poly(arylene sulfide) polyner via a
pol ymeri zation with a waste material which conprises, for
exanpl e, water in accordance wth appeal ed i ndependent claim
1. For the reasons expressed in the paragraph bridgi ng pages
3 and 4 of our decision, however, we adhere to our conclusion
of obviousness. As stated in this aforenentioned paragraph,
“it would have been obvious to ‘recycle’ Senga s recovered
powdery PAS along with water in a wet rather than dry form
because water is in the reaction nediumto which the recycle
streamis added (e.g., see lines 37 through 47 in colum 4),

t hereby avoi ding the expense of renoving water fromthe
recovered powdery PAS (and thereby satisfying, for exanple,

step (d) of appeal ed i ndependent claim1)” (decision, page 4).

We | i kewi se adhere to the concl usi on of obvi ousness
expressed in the May 28, 1999 deci sion concerning the

rej ection based upon Vidaurri and Scoggi ns or Nesheiwat or
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Senga. For exanple, even if the word “batch” as used by
Vidaurri is interpreted in the manner urged on page 2 of the
subj ect request, this interpretation would not mlitate

agai nst the rejection under consideration as plainly reveal ed
in our discussion on page 6 of our decision. Simlarly, the
di scussion on pages 6 and 7 of our decision plainly
controverts the appellants’ argunent in this request that the
secondary references woul d not have suggested nodifying
Vidaurri in such a manner as to yield the appealed claim1l
process.

In light of the foregoing, the appellants’ request is
granted only to the extent that our decision has been
reheard/ reconsidered but is denied with respect to nmaki ng any
changes therein.

DENI ED
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)
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