TH'S OPINION WAS NOT WRI TTEN FOR PUBL| 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.

Paper No. 26

UNI TED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFI CE

BEFORE THE BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS
AND | NTERFERENCES

Ex parte GARY K. M CHELSON

Appeal No. 97-2888
Appl i cation 08/ 389, 077"

ON BRI EF

Bef ore ABRAMS, McQUADE and GONZALES, Administrative Patent
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GONZALES, Adnmini strative Patent Judge.

DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe examner's fina
rejection of clainms 1-8, 13-23, 27, 32-36, 40-46 and 61-64

under

ppplication for patent filed February 14, 1995. According to
appellant, this application is a continuation of application 08/108, 885, filed
August 18, 1993, now abandoned.
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35 US.C § 103. dainms 9-11, 24-26, 37-39 and 58-60 have
been

allowed. Cains 28-31 and 47-54 have been withdrawn from
consi deration as being directed to a nonel ected invention.
Clainms 12 and 55-57 have been cancel ed.

Appel lant's invention relates to an adjustabl e surgical
frame for supporting a patient on an operating table during
spinal surgery. Except for claim?27, the clainms on appea
have been reproduced in "Appendi x A" attached to appellant's
Brief (Paper No. 20). A copy of claim27 is appended to this
deci sion. ?

THE REFERENCES

The prior art references of record relied upon by the exam ner
in rejecting the appeal ed clains are:
Hef fi ngton, Jr. (Heffington) 4,391, 438 Jul . 05,

1983
M chel son (M chel son ' 943) 4,481, 943 Nov. 13, 1984

2 W note the following errors in the clainms on appeal: in claim32
line 8, "said" (second occurrence) should be deleted; in claim44, line 2,
after "menber"” (first occurrence), --and-- should be inserted. In the event
of further prosecution, the exam ner should require correction of these
errors.
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M chel son (M chel son ' 892) 4,908, 892 Mar. 20, 1990

THE REJECTI ONS

Cainms 1-7, 13-23, 27, 32-35, 40-46 and 61-64 stand
rejected under 35 U. S.C. § 103 as bei ng unpatentabl e over
M chel son "943 in view of Heffington.

Clains 8 and 36 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103 as
bei ng unpatentabl e over M chel son '943 in view of Heffington
and further in view of Mchelson '892.

The rejections are explained in the Exam ner's Answer
(Paper No. 21).

The opposi ng vi ewpoi nts of the appellant are set forth in
the Brief.

CPI NI ON

W shall sustain the examner's 8§ 103 rejection of clains
18, 20, 22, 27, 32, 35, and 44-46 based on M chelson '943 in
view of Heffington and the § 103 rejection of claim 36 based
on M chelson '943 in view of Heffington and M chel son ' 892.

W do not, however, sustain the 8 103 rejection of clains 1-7,
13-17, 19, 21, 23, 33, 34, 40-43 and 61-64 based on M chel son

943 in view of Heffington or the 8 103 rejection of claim8
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based on

M chel son "943 in view of Heffington and M chel son '892. Wth
respect to clainms 1, 6, 8, 16, 17, 21, 23, 34, 41, 42 and 61-
64, we enter new grounds of rejection under the provisions of

37 CFR

8§ 1.196(b). We begin with the new grounds of rejection under
35 U.S.C. 8§ 112, second paragraph.

Cains 1, 6, 8, 16, 17, 21, 34, 41, 42 and 61-64 are
rejected under 35 U. S.C. 8§ 112, second paragraph, as being
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and
di stinctly
claimthe subject matter which the appellant regards as the
i nventi on.

Caim1l calls for an adjustable surgical frame having
means for cantilevering at |east a portion of the surgical
frame off the end of an operating table (the cantil evering
means i s described in the specification at page 17 as

i ncluding the pivoting |legs 146, 148, 150 and 152). Cdaiml
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also recites a plurality of pivoting |legs pivotally attached
to first and second frane nenbers. Qur difficulty with these
claimlimtations is that claim1l recites the cantilevering
neans as if it were separate fromthe clai med pivoting | egs
146, 148, 150 and 152. Yet, it is the pivoting | egs 146, 148,
150 and 152 that perform

the function of cantilevering at |east a portion of the

surgical frame off the end of an operating table.

Thus, it is not clear to us how the cantil evering neans
and the pivoting |legs can be read on the disclosed invention
Wi t hout reading the cantilevering neans and the pivoting | egs
on the sane elenments or parts. Since the specification states
that it is the pivoting legs that allow the surgical frame to
be cantil evered off one end of the operating table, it appears
that appellant has clainmed the sane el enents tw ce. Thus,

claim1l and its dependent claim 17 are rendered indefinite by

the doubl e inclusion of the sane elenents. See Ex parte




Appeal No. 97-2888
Application 08/389, 077

Kri stensen, 10 USPQ2d 1701, 1703 (Bd. Pat. App. & Int. 1989).
A cl aimcontaining a neans-pl us-function elenent is
indefinite under 35 U.S.C. §8 112, second paragraph, if the
specification does not contain an adequate disclosure of
structure corresponding to the function of the clains. In re
Dossel , 115 F.3d 942, 946, 42 USPQ2d 1881, 1885 (citing In re

Donal dson Co. Inc., 16 F.3d 1189, 1195, 29 USPQd 1845, 1850

(Fed. Cir. 1994) (en banc)).
Claim1 further calls for a means for changing the
position of the pivoting legs relative to first and second

frame nmenbers.

It is not clear to us what structure disclosed in the
speci fica-
tion corresponds to this means-plus-function | anguage. Wth
reference to appellant's Figures 2 and 6-10, the specification
(pages 14-15) describes the pivoting | egs as foll ows:

Pivoting leg 146 is identical in construction to the

ot her legs 148, 150, 152 so that they are

i nt erchange-able. The pivoting |leg 146 has an

6
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extension plate 220 that receives a hex bolt 215 at

one end and an attach-nment post 222 that projects

perpendicularly fromthe other end of the extension

plate 220. The extension plate 220 is flat and fits

closely with the horizontal |ower side rods 110, 112

of the side frame nenbers 102, 104. In order to

| oosen and secure the pivoting | eg 146, the hex bolt

215 attaches the extension plate 220 of the pivoting

leg 146 to the bottom of the side frame nenbers 102,

104. The hex bolt may be tightened or | oosened by a

hex key K.

We can find no specific description of the structure for
changi ng the position of the pivoting legs relative to first
and second frame nmenbers. W do not know whether the neans
for changing the position of the pivoting legs relative to
first and
second franme nenbers is the hex bolt 215, the hex bolt and the
attachnment plate 220 or includes additional or different
structure. For the additional reason set forth above, we
cannot determ ne the scope of the invention sought to be

patented by claim1l and its dependent claim 17 with a

reasonabl e degree of

certainty. Thus, the scope of clains 1 and 17 is not clearly

defi ned.
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Assum ng the structure corresponding to the neans for
changi ng the position of the pivoting legs relative to the
first and second franme nmenbers includes the attachnent plate
220, which is disclosed in the specification as formng a part
of both the pivoting |l egs and the cantil evering neans, the
attachnment plate is recited in claiml three different tines.
Such nultiple inclusions of the sane el enent al so renders
claim1l and its dependent claim 17 indefinite.

Clainms 6, 21 and 34 are dependent on and, thus,

i ncorporate by reference all the Iimtations of independent
clains 2, 18 and 32, respectively. Cdains 2 and 32 call for
an adj ustabl e surgical frame having a plurality of pivoting

| egs pivotally attached to first and second franme nenbers.
Claim18 calls for an adjustable surgical frane having a
plurality of |egs extendi ng downward from and pivotally
attached to first and second frane nenbers. Cdains 6, 21 and
34 further call for nmeans for cantilevering at |east a portion
of the adjustable surgical frane

off the end of an operating table. Thus, for the reasons

gi ven
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above with respect to clains 1 and 17, clains 6, 21 and 34 are
al so rendered indefinite by the double inclusion of the sane
elenents. Clainms 62 and 63 are dependent on claim®6 and are
i kewi se indefinite.

Cains 8 and 16 are indefinite because there is no
apparent antecedent basis for "said major posterior support
menber . "

Claim4l and clainms 42 and 64, which depend on claim41,
are indefinite because there is no apparent antecedent for
"the side" recited in line 2 of claim4l.

Caim6l is clearly inconplete because it is dependent on

cl aim 55 which was previously cancel ed.

In sonme instances, it is possible to nake a reasonabl e,
conditional interpretation of clains adequate for the purpose
of
resolving patentability issues to avoid pieceneal appellate
review. In the interest of adm nistrative and judici al
econony, this course is appropriate wherever reasonably

possi ble. See Ex parte Saceman, 27 USPQRd 1472, 1474 (Bd.

Pat. App. & Int. 1993); Ex parte lonescu, 222 USPQ 537, 540
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(Bd. App. 1984). In other instances, however, it may be
I npossi ble to determ ne whether or not claimed subject matter

is anticipated by or woul d have been

obvi ous over references because the clains are so indefinite
t hat consi derabl e specul ati on and assunpti ons woul d be
required

regardi ng the nmeaning of terns enployed in the clains with

respect to the scope of the clains. See In re Steele, 305

F.2d 859, 862, 134 USPQ 292, 295 (CCPA 1962).

For the reason di scussed above, we consider the
appellant's clains 1, 6, 8, 16, 17, 21, 34, 41, 42 and 61-64
to be sufficiently indefinite that application of the
references applied by the examiner in rejecting the clains
under 35 U.S.C. 8 103 is not possible. On this basis, we
will not sustain the rejections of clains 1, 6, 8, 16, 17, 21,
34, 41, 42 and 61-64 under 35 U.S.C. § 103. It should be
understood that this reversal is not a reversal on the nerits

of the rejections, but rather is a procedural reversa

predi cated upon the indefiniteness of the clains.

10
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W will, however, sustain the rejection of clains 18, 20,
22, 27, 32, 35 and 44-46 under 35 U. S.C. §8 103 as being
unpat ent abl e over M chel son '943 in view of Heffington.

M chel son ' 943 di scl oses an adj ustabl e surgical frane
conprising first and second brackets 10 and 12 (correspondi ng

to

the clainmed first and second side frane nenbers) each being in
the formof a closed | oop and having a forward vertical nenber
14

and a bottom horizontal nenber 16, a posterior support nenber
24

(corresponding to the major posterior support nenber recited
in clainms 18 and 32), a | ocking nenber 32 which is adjustable
(col. 4, lines 28-31) to a variety of positions and

I nt er changeabl e

(col. 3, line 53 to col. 4, line 2) with nmenber 24
(corresponding to the m nor posterior support nenber of

appellant's claim32), a plurality of nounting rods or |egs 42

11
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ext endi ng downwardly fromthe bottom horizontal nenbers 16 and
a plurality of rail clanps 44 for renovably nounting the
surgical frane to a conventional operating table. The
reference al so discloses that the height of the franme over the
operating table nay be adjusted by varying the depth that the
mounting rods 42 are inserted in the rail clanps 44 (col. 4,
line 10-14).

Hef fi ngton di scl oses a patient support attachnment for an
operating table to facilitate surgery of the spine conprising
an adjustable platform 12 for supporting the |egs of a prone

patient, a pair of adjustable swivel clanps 18 carried by the

operating table, a pair of elongated support rods 15
adjustably held in the side swivel clanps, a support panel 14
for the buttocks and thighs of a patient disposed between said
support rods, and a second pair of opposite side adjustable

swivel clanps 18 carried by the support panel for the buttocks

and thi ghs and bei ng adjustably engaged with the support rods

and the support panel. The support rods are provided with

12
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internediate |ateral offsets 16 whereby the rods can be

rotationally adjusted to fit operating tables of different
wi dths (col. 2, lines 58-64).
The exam ner finds correspondence between the structure
di scl osed in Mchel son '943 and appellant's clains 18 and 32,
except for the pivoting legs. It is the examner's position
t hat
Hef fi ngton, Jr. teaches that the problemof fitting
surgi cal supports to operating tables of different
wi dt hs was known in the art and a solution to this
probl emwas to provide the frame with pivotal
mounting rods . . . . Fromthe teaching in
Heffington, Jr., it would have been obvious to one
skilled in the art to substitute the pivoting rods
shown in Heffington, Jr. for the nmounting rods
disclosed in Mchelson . . . . (Answer, page 5)
It is the appellant's position that neither reference
shows pivoting legs attached to a surgical franme and that
Hef fi ngton's support rods are attached to a padded buttocks

support, not to a surgical franme as recited in the i ndependent

cl ai ns.

We do not find appellant's argunent to be persuasive.

The test for obviousness is what the conbined teachings of the

13
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ref erences woul d have suggested to one of ordinary skill in

the art. See In re Young, 927 F.2d 588, 591, 18 USPQ2d 1089,

1091

(Fed. Cir. 1991) and In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 425, 208 USPQ

871, 881 (CCPA 1881). Nonobvi ousness cannot be established by
attacking the references individually when the rejection is
predi cated upon a conbination of prior art disclosures. See

Inre Merck & Co. Inc., 800 F.2d 1091, 1097, 231 USPQ 375, 380

(Fed. Cir. 1986). W view appellant's argunent as an attack
on Heffington individually.

We agree that Heffington does not show t he support rods
15 attached to a frame on which buttocks support panels are
nmount ed. However, M chelson '943 clearly shows a plurality of
nmounting rods or |egs 42 extending downwardly fromthe bottom
hori zontal nenbers 16 of a frame on which buttocks support
panel s are nounted. The exam ner cited Heffington as evi dence
that it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skil
in the art at the tine of appellant's invention to substitute
support rods having lateral off-sets for the straight rods or

| egs 42 taught by

14
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M chel son '943 and to nount the support rods on the brackets
10

and 12 shown in M chel son '943 using sw vel clanps as taught
by Heffington. The notivation for nodifying Mchelson '943 in
such a manner is found in Heffington's teaching that the use
of

rotatably adj ustabl e support rods provided with internedi ate

| ateral offsets can be used to nount patient supports to
operating tables of different w dths.

Wth regard to the "plurality of universal rail clanps”
recited in claim18,® we note that no specific structure of
the clanps is recited for performng the function of
"renovably nmounting the surgical frane to a variety of
conventional operating tables having different w dths and

different sized side rails.” Accordingly, we agree with the

3 We observe that the preanble of independent claimi18 is inconsistent
with the body of that claim That is, the preanble sets forth "[a]n
adj ust abl e surgical frane" whereas the body of the claim in addition to
setting forth details of the adjustable surgical frame, also sets forth a
"plurality of universal rail clanmps.” Accordingly, we interpret independent
claim18 to be directed to the conbinati on of an adjustable surgical frane and
a plurality of universal rail clanps.

15
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exam ner that the imtation is net by the clanps 18 shown in
Hef fi ngton, since the clanps disclosed by the reference are

clearly capabl e of being nounted to a variety of conventiona
operating tables having different widths and different sized

side rails, i.e., side rails having different |engths.

In view of the above, we wl| sustain the exam ner's
rejection of clainms 18 and 32.

Cains 20, 22 and 27 (dependent on claim 18) and clai ns
35, 44, 45 and 46 (dependent directly or indirectly on claim
32) have not been separately argued by appellant as required
in 37 CFR 8§ 1.192(c)(8)(1996). Accordingly, we have
determ ned that these clains nust be treated as standi ng or
falling with their respective independent claim See In re
Ni el son, 816 F.2d 1567, 1572, 2 USPQ2d 1525, 1528 (Fed. Cr
1987). Thus, it follows that the exam ner's rejection of
clainms 20, 22, 27, 35, 44, 45 and 46 is also affirned.

W will also sustain the rejection of claim 36 under 35
U S.C 8§ 103 as being unpatentable over Mchelson '943 in view

of Heffington and further in view of M chel son '892.

16
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Cl ai m 36 depends from cl ai m 35 (which depends from cl aim

32) and further calls for a pair of |ateral support panels
extending fromthe major posterior support nenber. Appellant,
in addition to arguing that the limtations of claim32 are
not taught or

suggested by the applied references, also argues (Brief, pages

15

and 16) that none of the references disclose neans for
adj usti ng
the height of the surgical frame relative to the surface of an
operating table as recited in claim36.*

We have al ready considered and found unpersuasive
appel l ant’s argunents with respect to claim 32 above. As to
t he hei ght adjusting neans of claim 36, Mchelson '943 clearly

teaches that the height of the frame over the operating table

4 The means for adjusting the height of the surgical frane relative to
the surface of an operating table is actually found in claim35 fromwhich
clai m 36 depends.

17
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may be adjusted by controlling the depth that the nounting
rods 42 are inserted in the rail clanps 44 (see col. 4, lines
10-13). Accordingly, we will sustain the 8 103 rejection of
cl aim 36 based on M chel son '943, Heffington and M chel son

' 892.

W will not, however, sustain the 8 103 rejection of
claims 2-5, 7, 13-15, 19, 23, 33, 40 and 43 based on M chel son
'943 in view of Heffington.

Claim?2, as well as clains 3-5 and 7 dependent therefrom

and clains 19 and 33 recite first and second side frane

menbers each conprising a forward vertical nenber, a_bottom

hori zont al

menber, a top horizontal nenber parallel to the bottom

hori zont al

menber, a rearward vertical nenber parallel to the forward

vertical nenber and an angl ed rearward nenber connected to the

top horizontal nenber and to the rear vertical nenber, i.e., a

five-sided closed | oop construction.

18
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M chel son ' 943 di scl oses first and second side frane
nmenbers each conprising a three-sided cl osed | oop
construction. The exam ner's position is that the shape of
the first and second side frame nenbers is a matter of design
choi ce.

Appel  ant, on the other hand, argues that the
specification identifies an advantage of the five-sided
construction over the three-sided construction shown by the
prior art, e.g., that the five-sided construction pernts the
use of a shorter bottom horizontal nenber, but retains the
strength and stability of the three-sided construction. As
appel l ant points out, the specification discloses that, as a
result of a shorter bottom horizontal nenber, the appellant's
frame may be positioned closer to the end of the operating
table to provide the surgeon with i nproved access to the
patient's spine when the operating table is pitched at a 45E
angl e (specification, pages 3, 4 and 9). Accordingly, the

specific five-sided frane construction solves a

19
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known problemin the art. Thus, we do not agree that the
exam ner has a valid basis for asserting that it would have
been

an obvious matter of nechanical "design choice" to construct
the first and second brackets 10 and 12 shown by M chel son
'943 as a five-sided closed |oop.*®

Wth respect to clainms 13-15, 40 and 43, each of these
clains calls for the pivoting legs to each include an
ext ensi on
pl ate 220. The exam ner acknow edges (Answer, page 6) that
Heffi ngton’ s el ongated support rods 15 are of a unitary
construction, but argues that they "could' be nade of three
parts.

The appel |l ant argues (Brief, page 13) that there is no
teachi ng or suggestion in the prior art of naking Heffington' s
support rods out of three pieces and that the examner’s
rejection is based on inpermssible hindsight. W agree. 1In

that regard, the exam ner has not cited any evidence that

S Cf. Inre Kuhle, 526 F.2d 553, 555, 188 USPQ 7, 9 (CCPA 1975) wherein
the court indicated that the rationale of "obvious natter of design choice"
applies when a nodification is nmade which "solves no stated probleni.

20
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woul d have led an artisan to construct the support rods shown
by Heffington as nmulti-piece elenents including the extension
plates recited by clains 13-15, 40 and 43. It is our view

that the

exam ner's determ nati on of obviousness is based on
specul ati on,
unf ounded assunption and/ or inperm ssibl e hindsight
reconstruc-tion to supply the deficiencies in the factua
basis for the rejection.?®

Wth respect to claim23, appellant argues (Brief, page
15) that neither M chel son '943 nor Heffington disclose or
suggest a pair of lateral support panels extending fromthe
maj or posterior support nenber. W agree. Accordingly, we
will not sustain this ground of rejection.

For the foregoing reasons, the exam ner’s rejection of

® Rejections based on § 103 nust rest on a factual basis wth these
facts being interpreted wi thout hindsight reconstruction of the invention from
the prior art. The exam ner may not, because of doubt that the invention is
patentable, resort to specul ati on, unfounded assunption or hindsi ght
reconstruction to supply deficiencies in the factual basis for the rejection.
See In re Warner, 379 F.2d 1011, 1017, 154 USPQ 173, 177 (CCPA 1967), cert.
deni ed, 389 U.S. 1057 (1968).

21
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claims 2-5, 7, 13-15, 19, 23, 33, 40 and 43 under 35 U.S.C. §
103 over Mchelson '943 in view of Heffington is reversed for

failure to establish a prima facie case.

Under the provisions of 37 CFR 8 1.196(b), the foll ow ng
new ground of rejection is entered agai nst claim23:

Claim23 is rejected under 35 U S.C. § 103 as
unpat ent abl e
over Mchelson '943 in view of Heffington and further in view

of M chel son ' 892.

Claim 23 is dependent on claim 18 which we have concl uded
i s unpatentable over Mchelson '943 in view of Heffington for
the reason set forth above. Caim23 further recites a pair
of | ateral support panels extending fromthe major posterior
support nenber. M chelson '892 is evidence that the use of
| at eral support panels in conmbination with a surgical frame
for supporting a patient on an operating table during spina
surgery was known in the art and described in a printed
publication nore than one year prior to the filing date of the
present application. Based on the evidence in the file, we
conclude that it would have been obvious to a person of

22
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ordinary skill in the art at the tinme appellant made his

i nvention to use the support panels disclosed by M chel son
"892 with the surgical franme disclosed by Mchelson '943 in
order to provide |ateral support for the hips of a patient
during surgery.

CONCLUSI ON

To summari ze our decision, we have affirned the examner's
rejections of clains 18, 20, 22, 27, 32, 35, 36 and 44-46 under
35
U S.C 8§ 103, but reversed the examner's rejection of clains
2-5, 7, 13-15, 19, 23, 33, 40 and 43 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 on

t he

nerits. |In addition, we have reversed the examner's rejection
of claims 1, 6, 8, 16, 17, 21, 34, 41, 42 and 61-64 under 35

U S C 8 103 on a procedural ground predicated upon the

i ndefiniteness of the clains and, pursuant to 37 CFR §
1.196(b), we have entered a new ground of rejection against
clains 1, 6, 8, 16, 17, 21, 34, 41, 42 and 61-64 under 35
US C 8§ 112, second paragraph, and claim23 under 35 U S.C. §

23
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103.

In view of the above, the decision of the exam ner is
affirned-in-part.

Thi s deci sion contains a new ground of rejection pursuant
to 37 CFR 8 1.196(b) (anended effective Dec. 1, 1997, by final
rule notice, 62 Fed. Reg. 53131, 53197 (Cct. 10, 1997), 1203
Off. Gaz. Pat. Office 63, 122 (Oct. 21, 1997)). 37 CFR §
1.196(b) provides, "A new ground of rejection shall not be
consi dered final for purposes of judicial review"

37 CFR 8 1.196(b) al so provides that the appell ant,

WTH N TWO MONTHS FROM THE DATE OF THE DECI SI ON, nust exerci se

one of
the following two options with respect to the new ground of
rejection to avoid termnation of proceedings (37 CFR

8§ 1.197(c)) as to the rejected cl ai ns:

(1) Submit an appropriate anendnent of the
clainms so rejected or a showing of facts relating to
the clains so rejected, or both, and have the matter
reconsi dered by the exam ner, in which event the
application will be remanded to the exam ner.

24
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(2) Request that the application be reheard

under 8 1.197(b) by the Board of Patent Appeals and

I nterferences upon the sane record. .

Shoul d the appellant elect to prosecute further before
the Primary Exam ner pursuant to 37 CFR 8§ 1.196(b)(1), in
order to preserve the right to seek review under 35 U. S.C. 88
141 or 145 with respect to the affirnmed rejection, the
effective date of the affirmance is deferred until concl usion
of the prosecution before the exam ner unless, as a nere
incident to the limted prosecu-tion, the affirned rejection
IS overcone.

If the appellant el ects prosecution before the exam ner
and this does not result in allowance of the application,
abandonnent or a second appeal, this case should be returned
to the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences for fina

action on the affirnmed rejection, including any tinmely request

for rehearing thereof.

25
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No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in

connection with this appeal nay be extended under 37 CFR

§ 1.136(a).
AFFI RVED- | N- PART/ 196( b)
NEAL E. ABRANMS )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
)
)
) BOARD OF PATENT
JOHN P. McQUADE ) APPEALS AND
Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) | NTERFERENCES
)
)
)
JOHN F. GONZALES )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
vsh
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Lewi s Anten

The Law O fice of Lewis Anten
Suite 411

16830 ventura Boul evard

Enci no, CA 91436
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APPENDI X
27. The adjustable surgical frame of claim 18 further
including a rear cross bar connecting said first and said

second side frane nenbers.
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