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not witten for publication and is not binding precedent of
t he Board.
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Bef ore PATE, STAAB, and MCQUADE, Adm nistrative Patent Judges.

PATE, Adm nistrative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of claim12.
Claim1l, the only other pending claim has been all owed.

The clained invention is directed to a continuous fluid
injection punp for punping purge liquid to lubricate the
beari ngs and protect the rotating seals of an inplanted rotary
bl ood punp. The invention is characterized by a punping
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pi ston which has both a sliding seal to prevent fluid |eakage
and a flexible seal to isolate the fluid chanber fromthe
envi ronment and prevent bacterial contam nation. The clai ned
i nvention may be further understood by reference to appeal ed
claim 12 which is appended to the exam ner's answer.

The reference relied upon by the exam ner as evi dence of
anticipation is:
Handfiel d 4,730,991 Mar . 15,
1988

REJECTI ON

Claim 12 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as
anticipated by Handfield. It is the examner's finding that
Oring seal 66 anticipates appellant's clained sliding seal,
while Oring seal 64 anticipates appellant's clainmed flexible
seal. Consequently, the examner is of the opinion that
Handfi el d antici pates the claimed subject matter of appeal ed
claim12.

OPI NI ON

We have carefully reviewed the rejection on appeal in
light of the argunents of the appellant and the exam ner. As
aresult of this review, we have reached the factual finding
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that claim 12 is not anticipated by the discl osure of
Handfield. Accordingly, the rejection of claiml12 is

reversed. Qur reasons foll ow

Anticipation under 35 U S.C. 8 102 requires that "each
and every elenent as set forth in the claimis found, either
expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art
reference.” In re Robertson, 169 F.3d 743, 745, 49 USPQd
1949, 1950 (Fed. Cir. 1999)(quoting Verdegal Bros., Inc. v.

Union G| _Co., 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 5053) ( Fed.

Cr.)) cert. denied, 484 U S. 827 (1987). Thus, it is

i ncunbent upon the exam ner to find one-to-one correspondence
bet ween the cl ai ned subject matter and that disclosed in the
structure of Handfi el d.

W are in agreenent with the exam ner that Handfield
di scloses a fluid injection punp having a housing with an
inlet, an outlet and a bore, inlet and outlet valves, a piston
to reciprocate within the bore and a neans to reciprocate the
pi ston through its suction and pressure strokes. Wth respect

to the sliding seal and flexible seal, the exam ner states
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that seal 66 in Handfield corresponds to the sliding seal

cl ai med, whereas

Oring 64 corresponds to the flexible seal. Turning to the
flexible seal as clainmed in claim12, we note that the
flexible seal is required to be "connected at one end to said
pi ston and at the other end to said housing.” As disclosed in
Handfield, it is clear that seal 64 slides to and fro on

pi ston 56 and can in no manner be considered to be connected
thereto. The exam ner argues that there is no precise

definition of "what constitutes a 'connection and the words
of the claimshould be given their broadest reasonable
interpretation. Wile we agree that the claimterns should be
gi ven their broadest reasonable interpretation, it is clear
that seal 64 can in no manner be considered "connected” to
pi ston 56. They are sinply two separate nenbers, one noving
on the other.

Accordingly, it is our finding that Handfield does not
di sclose a flexible seal between the sliding seal and the
reci procating neans. Therefore, Handfield does not disclose
each and every elenment as set forth in the claim The

rejection of claim12 is reversed.
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REVERSED

WLLIAM F. PATE, |11
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

LAVRENCE J. STAAB
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

JOHN P. MCQUADE
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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