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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe exam ner's final
rejection of clainms 8 through 17, which are all of the clains
pending in this application.

Appel lant's invention relates to a printing apparatus

which prints froma |eading edge to a bottom edge of a sheet.
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Caim8 is illustrative of the clainmed invention, and it reads
as foll ows:

8. A printing apparatus which prints an image on a
sheet by thermally pressing an ink ribbon with a printing
head, said printing apparatus conprising:

a notor;

a driving roller driven by said notor;

a driven roller spaced apart fromsaid driving roller by
a predeterm ned di stance;

a belt wound around said driving roller and said driven
roller;

a head conveyor | ocated above said belt and having a
printing head;

means for conveying said head conveyor; and

means for controlling said head conveyor to cause
printing froma | eading edge of a sheet to a bottom edge of
sai d sheet when said sheet is disposed on said belt.

No prior art references of record are relied upon by the
exam ner in rejecting the appeal ed cl ai ns.

Clainms 8 through 17 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112,
second paragraph, as being indefinite.

Ref erence is nade to the Exam ner's Answer (Paper No. 16,

mai | ed August 5, 1997) for the exam ner's conplete reasoning

in support of the rejection, and to appellant's Brief (Paper
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No. 15, filed April 18, 1997), Reply Brief (Paper No. 17,
filed Septenber 30, 1997), and Suppl enental Reply Brief (Paper
No. 22, filed March 10, 1998) for appellant's argunents
t her eagai nst .
CPI NI ON

We have carefully considered the clains and the
respective positions articul ated by appellant and the
exam ner. As a consequence of our review, we will reverse the

8 112, second paragraph, rejection of clains 8 through 17.

The exam ner states (Answer, page 3) that "Caim8 is
i nconplete regarding the limtation 'means for controlling
sai d head conveyor.'" Although the exam ner appears to
recogni ze (Answer, page 5) sensors 30, 91, and 91' as
provi di ng supporting structure for the nmeans in question, the
exam ner "submts that it is not the Appellant's intention to
i nclude the clained nmeans for detecting in the recited ' neans

for controlling said head conveyor...' recited in independent
claim8 as evidenced by the further recitation of said
detecting neans in dependent clains 15-17." The exam ner's

position apparently is that the phrase "further conprising
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means for detecting” in dependent claim 15 indicates that
sensors are additional to the limtations of independent claim
8 and, therefore, that the controlling neans of claim8 nust
not refer to the sensors and, consequently, |acks supporting
structure in the specification.

Means- pl us-function | anguage nmust be interpreted as
limted to the correspondi ng structure disclosed in the

specification. See In re Donaldson Co. Inc., 16 F.3d 1189,

1193, 29 USPQ2d 1845 1848 (Fed. Cir. 1994). The di scl osed
structure corresponding to the nmeans for controlling the head
conveyor in claim8 is clearly sensors 30, 91, and 91'. The
exam ner, however, has chosen to ignore the disclosed
structure, rejecting all clains under 35 U S.C. 8§ 112 rat her
than only the few dependent clains which were perceived to
doubl e recite the sensors.

The purpose of the second paragraph of §8 112 is to

basically insure, with a reasonabl e degree of particularity,

an adequate notification of the netes and bounds of what is

being clainmed. See In re Hammack, 427 F.2d 1378, 1382, 166

USPQ 204, 208 (CCPA 1970). Wen viewed in light of this
authority, the nost reasonable interpretation of claim$8
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applies the disclosed sensors to the clained controlling
means. Such interpretation results in at |east the majority
of the clains being definite and conpl ete.

To the extent that the exam ner considers clainms 15
through 17 to be indefinite as double reciting the sensor
limtation because of the | anguage of "further conprising
means for detecting,"” again a degree of reasonabl eness is
necessary. Wien read in light of the specification, clains 15
through 17 clearly further Iimt the controlling means of
claim8. Accordingly, we will reverse the rejection of clains

8 through 17.
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CONCLUSI ON

The decision of the exam ner rejecting clains 8 through
17 under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 112, second paragraph, is reversed.

REVERSED
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