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HEARD: March 22, 2000

Before STONER, Chief Adm nistrative Patent Judge, HAI RSTON and
NASE, Adm nistrative Patent Judges.

NASE, Adninistrative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe exam ner's final
rejection (Paper No. 11, nmail ed Decenber 12, 1996) of clains 1
and 21 to 27, which are all of the clainms pending in this

application.?

! While the exam ner in the Advisory Action of February
13, 1997 (Paper No. 14) has approved entry of the amendnent to
claims 1 and 27 (Paper No. 13, filed January 24, 1997)

(continued...)
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We REVERSE

1(...continued)
subm tted subsequent to the final rejection, we note that this
amendnent has not been clerically entered.
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BACKGROUND

The appellants' invention relates to a cartridge | oading
apparatus for use with a disk drive. A copy of the clains
under appeal is set forth in the appendi x to the appellants’

bri ef.

The rejections on appeal as set forth in the examner's
answer (Paper No. 24, nuiled Septenber 28, 1998) arez?:

1. Cains 1 and 21 to 27 stand rejected under the
judicially created doctrine of nonstatutory (i.e.,
obvi ousness-type) double patenting over claim1 of U S. Patent
No. 5,684,776, claim1l of U S. Patent No. 5,703,857 and claim
1 of U S. Patent No. 5,724,331 since the clains at issue are
not patentably distinct inventions fromthe issued clains.

2. Cainms 1 and 21 to 27 stand provisionally rejected
under the judicially created doctrine of nonstatutory double
patenti ng over claim1 of copending Application No.

08/ 482, 052.

2 The rejection of claim27 under 35 U.S.C. §8 112, second
par agraph, set forth in the final rejection was overcone by
the appellants' anmendnent after final rejection as noted in
the Advisory Action of February 13, 1997 (Paper No. 14).
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Rat her than reiterate the conflicting viewoints advanced
by the exam ner and the appellants regardi ng the above-noted
rejections, we make reference to the final rejection and the
answer for the exam ner's conplete reasoning in support of the
rejections, and to the brief (Paper No. 23, filed Novenber 7,
1997) and reply brief (Paper No. 29, filed Novenber 30, 1998)

for the appellants' argunents thereagainst.

OPI NI ON

In reaching our decision in this appeal, we have given
careful consideration to the appellants' specification and
clainms, and to the respective positions set forth by the
appel l ants and the exam ner. Upon evaluation of all the
evi dence before us, it is our conclusion that the decision of
the examner to reject clainms 1 and 21 to 27 under the
judicially created doctrine of double patenting nust be

reversed. Qur reasoning for this determ nation foll ows.

Doubl e patenting is a |legal doctrine that forbids an

inventor from obtaining a second valid patent for either the
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same i nvention or an obvious nodification of the sane
invention clainmed in that inventor's first patent. See In re
Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 892, 225 USPQ 645, 648 (Fed. Cir. 1985).
The basic concept of double patenting is that the sane

i nventi on cannot be patented nore than once since to do so
woul d result in a second patent that would expire sone tine
after the first patent expired and extend the protection

timew se. Ceneral Foods Corp. v. Studi engesell schaft Kohl e

nbH, 972 F.2d 1272, 1279-80, 23 USPQ2d 1839, 1845 (Fed. Gr

1992); In re Kaplan, 789 F.2d 1574, 1579-80, 229 USPQ 678, 683

(Fed. Cir. 1986).

35 U.S.C. 8 101 states "Whoever invents or discovers any
new and useful process, machi ne, manufacture, or conposition
of matter, or any new and useful inprovenment thereof, may
obtain a patent therefor..." (Enphasis added). The
prohi bition of double patenting of the same invention is based

on 35 U S.C. 8§ 101. In re Goodnman, 11 F. 3d 1046, 1052, 29

USPQ2d 2010, 2015 (Fed. Cir. 1993); Longi, 759 F.2d at 892,

225 USPQ at 648. By "sane invention," the court neans
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"identical subject matter." Longi, 759 F.2d at 892, 225 USPQ

at 648; In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 441, 164 USPQ 619, 621

(CCPA 1970). A good test, and probably the only objective
test, for "same invention," is whether one of the clains would
be literally infringed without literally infringing the other.
If it could be, the clains do not define identically the sane
i nvention. Vogel, 422 F.2d at 441, 164 USPQ at 621-22

(hal ogen is not the "sane" as chlorine; neat is not the "sane"
as pork). Al types of double patenting which are not "sane

i nvention" doubl e patenting have cone to be referred to as

"obvi ousness-type" double patenting. See In re Van Ornum 686

F.2d 937, 942-43, 214 USPQ 761, 766 (CCPA 1982), which states
in discussing cases |eading to Vogel's restatenent of the | aw
of doubl e patenting,**

numer ous cases were considered in which application
clains were directed to nmere obvious nodifications of, or
i nprovenents on, inventions defined in the clains of
patents already issued to the sanme inventors, or to
common assi gnees, and it had been decided that they m ght

% Vogel , 422 F.2d at 441-42, 164 USPQ at 621-22.

4 Judge Rich in Kaplan, 789 F.2d at 1579, 229 USPQ at 682,
stated that the restatenent of the |aw of doubl e patenting set
forth in Vogel "serves as a good starting place" for deciding
t he doubl e patenting issue raised in that appeal.
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be allowed to go to patent if the applicants filed

t er m nal disclainers. W classified these as

"obvi ousness type double patenting.” This latter
classification has, in the course of tinme, cone, sonewhat

| oosely, to indicate any "doubl e patenting” situation

ot her than one of the "sane invention" type.

See also Ceneral Foods, 972 F.2d at 1279-80, 23 USPQRd at

1844- 45.

"Cbvi ousness-type" doubl e patenting extends the
fundanental |egal doctrine to preclude "obvious variants" of

what has already been patented. See In re Berg, 140 F.3d

1428, 1432, 46 USPQ2d 1226, 1229 (Fed. Cir. 1998); Goodnman, 11

F.3d at 1052, 29 USP@2d at 2015 and General Foods, 972 F.2d at

1280, 23 USPQ2d at 1845. " (Obvi ousness-type" doubl e patenting
precl udes issuance where there is no "patentable difference"
or no "patentable distinction" between the two clai ns.

Goodnan, 11 F.3d at 1052, 29 USPQ2d at 2015; Ceneral Foods,

972 F.2d at 1278-79, 23 USPQRd at 1844. This allows the
public to practice obvious variations of the first patented
invention after the first patent expires. See Longi, 759 F.2d
at 892-93, 225 USPQ at 648. The courts adopted the doctrine

out of necessity where clains in two applications by the sane
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i nventor were so much alike that to allow the latter would
effectively extend the |life of the first patent. See Gerber

Garnent Technology, Inc. v. Lectra Sys., 916 F.2d 683, 686 16

USPQ2d 1436, 1439 (Fed. Cir. 1990); In re Thorington, 418 F.2d

528, 534, 163 USPQ 644, 648 (CCPA 1969), cert. denied, 397

U.S. 1038, 165 USPQ 290 (1970).

In sunmary, "obviousness-type" double patenting is a
j udge- made doctrine that prevents an unjustified extension of
the patent right beyond the statutory time limt. It requires
rejection of an application claimwhen the clained subject
matter is not patentably distinct fromthe subject matter
claimed in a coomonly owned patent when the issuance of a
second patent would provide an unjustified extension of the
termof the right to exclude granted by a patent. |In order to
overcome an "obvi ousness-type" doubl e patenting rejection, an
applicant may file a "termnal disclainer,” foregoing that
portion of the termof the second patent that extends beyond
the termof the first. Berg, 140 F. 3d at 1431-32, 46 USPQRd

at 1229.
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Thus, if a claimsought in the application is not
identical to yet not patentably distinct froma claimin an
inventor's earlier patent, then the claimnust be rejected
under "obvi ousness-type" double patenting rejection. See

Berg, 140 F. 3d at 1431, 46 USPQR2d at 1229; In re Braat, 937

F.2d 589, 592, 19 USP@d 1289, 1291-92 (Fed. G r. 1991);
Goodman, 11 F.3d at 1052, 29 USPQ2d at 2015; Vogel, 422 F.2d
at 441, 164 USPQ at 622. In determ ning whether a claim
sought in the application is patentably distinct fromthe
clainms in an inventor's earlier patent a variety of tests have
been utilized. In Berg, 140 F.3d at 1433-34, 46 USPQRd at

1230-31 and In re Enert, 124 F.3d 1458, 1461-62, 44 USPQd

1149, 1152 (Fed. Cir. 1997), a "one-way" test was applied.
Under this "one-way" test, the exam ner asks whether the

application clains are obvious over the patent clainms. |In
Goodman, 11 F.3d at 1052-53, 29 USP2d at 2015-16 and Van

O num 686 F.2d at 942-43, 214 USPQ at 766-67, a test simlar

to the "one-way" test was applied. Under this test, the
exam ner asks whether the application clains are generic to

any species set forth in the patent clains. In lnre
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Denbi czak, 175 F.3d 994, 1002, 50 USPQ2d 1614, 1619-20 (Fed.
Cir. 1999) and Braat, 937 F.2d at 593-94, 19 USPQRd at
1292-93, a "two-way" test was applied. Under this "two-way"
test, the exam ner asks whether the application clains are
obvi ous over the patent clainms and al so asks whether the

patent clains are obvious over the application clains.

We recogni ze that the examner's rejections are based in

| arge nmeasure on the decision of the court in In re Schneller,
397 F.2d 350, 158 USPQ 210 (CCPA 1968).° However, it is our
view that Schneller does not set forth another test for

determ ni ng "obvi ousness-type" double patenting. In that

°> Schneller is a rather unusual case in that there was no
maj ority opinion because only Judges Rich and Smth joined the
princi pal opinion, while Judges Wrley and Kirkpatrick
concurred in the result and Judge Al nond wote a concurring
opi nion. Thus, the principal opinion therein is of doubtful
controlling precedent. As Judge Rich observed in Kaplan, 789
F.2d at 1578, 229 USPQ at 682,

[t] he devel opnent of the nodern understandi ng of

"doubl e patenting" began in the Court of Custons and

Pat ent Appeal s (CCPA) about the tinme of In re

Zi ckendraht, 319 F.2d 225, 138 USPQ 22 (CCPA 1963), a

rat her unusual case is [sic, in] that there was no

maj ority opinion because only two judges joined each of

the two principal opinions. Neither opinion therein,

therefore, can be regarded as controlling precedent in

this court.
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regard, it is clear to us that the court in Schneller was
concerned with whether or not the invention clainmed in the
pat ent was i ndependent and distinct fromthe invention of the
appealed clains.® Wiile the court in Schneller did use a
"cover" test’ in making the determ nation that the invention
clainmed in the patent was not independent and distinct from
the invention of the appealed clains, we are of the view that
the term"cover" was used by the court as synonynous w th not
patentably distinct. Thus, under the "cover" test, one would
ask whether the application clains are covered by (i.e., not
patentably distinct from the clains of the patent. To the
extent that Judge Rich in Schneller was setting forth a

dom nation theory® of double patenting, we note that Judge

6 See Schneller, 397 F.2d at 354, 158 USPQ at 214-15.

" As set forth in the Manual of Patent Exam ning Procedure
(MPEP) 8§ 804, one part of the test is whether patent
protection for the invention, fully disclosed in and covered
by the clains of the reference, would be extended by the
al l omance of the clains in the later filed application.

8 Afirst patent or application "dom nates" a second
patent or application when the first patent or application has
a broad or generic claimwhich fully enconpasses or reads on
an invention defined in a narrower or nore specific claimin
(continued...)
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Rich in Kaplan, 789 F.2d at 1577-78, 229 USPQ at 681-82, set
forth the Courts opinion that "[d]om nation is an irrel evant
fact.” In any event, it is our view that Schneller did not
establish a rule of general application and thus is |imted to
the particular set of facts set forth in that

decision. In fact, the Court in Schneller, 397 F.2d at 355,
158 USPQ at 215, cautioned against the tendency to freeze into
rul es of general application what, at best, are statenents

applicable to particular fact situations.

Accordingly, the question before us in this appeal is
whet her the application clains are patentably distinct from
claiml of U S Patent No. 5,684,776, claim1l of U S Patent
No. 5,703,857; claim1l of U S. Patent No. 5,724,331; and claim

1 of copendi ng Application No. 08/482, 052.

Wth respect to the rejections before us, the exam ner

has stated the foll ow ng:

8. ..continued)
t he second patent or application.
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Wi | e Appell ant has presented clains of varying scope
such as including the bias coil armin the instant
application, the actual inprovenent over the prior art
centers around the inclined | oading and unl oadi ng of the
di sk hub onto the spindle magnet. The ot her sub-
conponents, such as the bias coil assenbly, door |inks,
cartridge receiver |atch, and parking arm which are
known in the art per se, have been reconfigured to
cooperate with the cartridge | oading mechanismand their
inclusion (in different pernutations) in the clains of
the five applications does not create patentably distinct
i nventions. Therefore, these clains drawn to a single
di scl osed enbodi nrent of the invention are considered to
be nere obvious variant ways of claimng the sane
invention within the scope of the neaning of the
judicially created doctrine of "obviousness-type" double
patenting. [Answer, p. 13].

[ T] he inventions set forth in the clains of all five
applications are all covering the sanme invention, are al
drawn to obvious variants of the sanme single

di scl osed enbodi nent, and are not independent and
distinct fromeach other. [Answer, p. 42].

It is the Exam ner’s position that the clains of the
i nstant application, the clains of the three issued
patents, and the clains of application 08/ 482,052 are not
i ndependent and distinct. It is notable that throughout
the prosecution of the earliest filed application, no
requi renent for restriction was nmade, even though cl ai ns
drawn to the sanme scope as now found in the later four
applications were present, because they were all drawn to
t he sane, single disclosed enbodi mrent of the invention.
The public policy considerations underlying 35 U.S.C. 121
permt separate patents on "independent and distinct”
i nventions which are initially "claimed in one
application.” [Answer, p. 48].

| f ABC and XYZ are independent and distinct
i nventions, Appellant can choose to only claimABC in the
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earlier application and only claimXYZ in a |ater,
voluntarily filed divisional application and the question
of obvi ousness-type doubl e patenting would not apply.

The real issues are whether the applicant disclosed a
single invention or independent and distinct inventions,
and whet her the inventor of a single invention should be
able, through “artful” claimdrafting, to obtain an
additional patent termor ternms on a single invention.

In the instant case, the clainms of the issued patents and
t he copendi ng applications were present in the parent
application 08/296,794 (U. S. Patent 5,724,331) and no
restriction requirenment was nmade, because the clains were
drawn to a single disclosed enbodi nent of the invention.

[ Answer, p. 50].

Attached to this decision in Appendix A is a side-by-side
anal ysis of the clainms of the instant application and U S
Pat ent Nos. 5,684,776; 5,703,857; 5,724,331 and copendi ng
application 08/482,052. 1In this analysis, only the
[imtations in U S Patent Nos. 5,684,776; 5,703, 857,
5,724,331 and copendi ng application 08/ 482,052 that are not

present in the instant application are bold print highlighted.

Qur review of the clainms under appeal and claim1 of U S
Patent No. 5,684,776; claim1l of U S. Patent No. 5,703, 857;

claim1 of U S. Patent No. 5,724,331; and claim1 of copendi ng
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Application No. 08/482,052 | eads us to conclude that, absent

t he presence of additional evidence not before us in this
appeal , the clainms under appeal are patentably distinct from
(1) claim1 of U S Patent No. 5,684,776; (2) claim1l of U S.
Patent No. 5,703,857; (3) claim1l of U S. Patent No.

5,724, 331; and

(4) claiml of copending Application No. 08/482,052. In that
regard, froma review of Appendix Ait is quite clear that
only clains in the present application recite a cartridge

| oadi ng apparatus having a bias coil armincluding a bias coil
assenbly and a | ever arm engageable with a notch forned in one
of the first or second sliders as set forth in claim1 under
appeal. Thus, claim1l and clains 21 to 27 dependent thereon
are patentably distinct fromclaim1l of U S. Patent No.
5,684,776, claim1 of U S. Patent No. 5,703,857; claim1 of
U S. Patent No. 5,724,331; and claim 1l of copending
Application No. 08/482,052 in the absence of any evidence
establishing that the clained bias coil armwas known in the
art. \Wile the exam ner has stated that sub-conponents, such

as the bias coil assenbly, door |inks, cartridge receiver
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| atch, and parking arm are known in the art per se, the
exam ner has not produced any evidence that the clained bias
coil armwas so nmuch as known in the art, much less that it
woul d have been obvious to add such a bias coil assenbly to

the inventor's previously clained subject matter.?®

In summary, the exam ner has failed to establish that the
cl ai s under appeal are not patentably distinct fromclaiml
of U S. Patent No. 5,684,776; claiml1 of U S. Patent No.
5,703,857; claim1 of U S. Patent No. 5,724,331; and claim1l
of copendi ng Application No. 08/482,052. Likew se, the
exam ner has failed to establish that the clai ns under appeal
are obvious fromor generic to claim1 of U S. Patent No.
5,684,776; claim1 of U S. Patent No. 5,703,857, claim1 of
U S. Patent No. 5,724,331; and claim 1l of copending

Application No. 08/482,052. Furthernore, it is our viewthat

° While the exam ner did not require restriction between
the clains that were pending in Application No. 08/296, 794
(now U. S. Patent 5,724,331), as far as we are able to
determ ne there was no reason why it would not have been
proper for the exam ner to have nmade a restriction requirenent
under the criteria of distinctness set forth in MPEP §
806. 05(c) .
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the facts of this case are sufficiently different fromthe
facts present in Schneller that a double patenting rejection
in this application is inappropriate. Accordingly, the

deci sion of the examner to reject clainms 1 and 21 to 27 under
the judicially created doctrine of nonstatutory (i.e.,

obvi ousness-type) double patenting over claiml of U S. Patent
No. 5,684,776, claim1l of U S. Patent No. 5,703,857 and claim
1 of U S Patent No. 5,724,331 is reversed and the decision of
the exam ner to provisionally reject clains 1 and 21 to 27
under the judicially created doctrine of nonstatutory double
patenti ng over claim1 of copending Application No. 08/482, 052

is reversed.
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CONCLUSI ON

To summari ze, the decision of the exam ner to reject
clains 1 and 21 to 27 is reversed.

REVERSED

BRUCE H. STONER, JR. )
Chi ef Adm nistrative Patent Judge

)

BOARD OF PATENT

KENNETH W HAI RSTON APPEALS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge AND
| NTERFERENCES

JEFFREY V. NASE
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

N N N N N N N N N N N N
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STUART HUANG

STEPTCOE & JOHNSON

1330 CONNECTI CUT AVE., N W
WASHI NGTON, DC 20036
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APPENDIX A



Page 22

No. 1999-1924

Appeal

Application No. 08/486, 545

otV 80 2

sgbittigo A [
2us18qqs guibsol
JAeib s dtiw sews 10t

8 gnivsd svitb

bre gaibsol sgbitiso
bns stoms1 s bas

agbiiriso bise
auis1sqqs gribsol
‘gieigmod

s1slq s2sd §
19bile te1it 5 gnivsd
bnoose s bas lsnnsdo
n._oE.Bao 19bile

£20,88M30

ogbitiso A I
2uIs18qQs gnibsol
sleib & diiw 2w 101

& gnivsd svith

bns gnibsol sgbittiso
bns stomst s bas

9gbi1riso bise
2uis18qqs gnibsol
:gftienqmod

o1slq 928d &
10bile t21it 8 gnivsd
bnoosz s bns lannsdo
Jonnsdo 19bile

9o Jegsl I8
yldsisyor Amil 100b
bige o3 badasiis
18 bige 93&lq s28d
Aail 100b 9110 Yegsl
9911 8 guived
& bus bas 1983002
gim szgalo1-aisl
- igul

Teg.&0v.e

sgbithso A .1
2uls18qqs gnibsol
Jeib & dtiw sew 10t

s gaivsd svith

bne gnibsol sgbiinso
bris stoms1 s bns

9bithiso bise
2uis18qQs gnibsol
:gni2l1qmoo

sislq sesd 8
19bile 1211t § gnived
broosez 8 bns lannsdo
Jannsdo 19bile

sno Jegsl is
yldsisyon Anil 100b
bige o3 badagiig
1s bige 91slq 9erd
Anil 100b 3no yesal
9911 g gmived
:bns 19830109

[EERET 2

agbitso A I
f1i 2u1s18qqs gnibsol
s gnivsd svith sleib s

anibsol sgbitriso
bns atoms1 s bno
bas

agbitriso bise
2ui818qqs gnibsol
‘gnieqmod

o1s8lq 928d 8

2he 08M80

sgbitriso A I
2u1s18qqs gnibsol
sleib s dtiw 92w 101
8 gnivsd svitb
gnibsol sgbithiso
stormo1 & brs bas
bno

agbitrso bise
2uis18qQs gnibsol
‘gMiei1gmod

o1slq 928d &
19bile 121t § gnived
8 bas lannsdo
19bilz brioose
Jdonnisdo



Page 23

No. 1999-1924

Appeal

Application No. 08/486, 545

6Uq O Is ql2p qLAe
fpe c9LLgRe [09qIUB
joLmuLg euq gqlycent
2[Iq6L JYAILG §
CpSuel’ 291q yLef
AP 291q fLer 2fiqel
2[1q9pJA g220cCIsieq

9 [L2f 2jiqeL

08\480"2¢2

O fpe qlek quae
cILLIqB6 [0SqIR 6uq
euq gqlyceur fpe
PIAIUR 9 [oLmILg

g Lef ejiqeL

2 A5¢°331

6Uq OL (6 qI2K qLIA6
{P6 CYLILGRG [09qIUB
foLmsLq euq sqlyceut
{L2( 2Ig6L PIAILR §
2[Iq6L CPIuUe] 291q
AP 291q pLeg
2[Iq9pIA cougsIueq

9 [IL2f 2[Iq6L

2°103°82)

6Uq OL [p6 qI2K qLIA6
fpe cyL{LIqR6 [0IGIUB
[oLmgLq euq gqlsceur
[IL?f 2]Iq6L PIAIUR ¢
2[Iq6L CPSuUe] 291q
AP 291q e
2[1IqIPJA comgyInGq

g pLef 2[IqeL

08\483°023

6Lq O fp6 qizK qLIse
fpe cILLIqRe [0sqIUB
[oLMIL] euq Sqlgceuf
2[IqeL PAIUR §
CPYUDG] 291q UL2f
AL 291q gLef 2jiqel
2[Iq9pJA 220CIS[6q

g yLef 2[iqeL

yzzcmIpPf) CYLLIYEE?
{P6 Y6 SCENI(OL
enq (o1 ycug nbon
enq suq v brezass
wengmeg ¥ puging
2y1q byLping sLw
byLing yLw yx12°
pyee bjyge ypong
26cnLeq [0 291q
YL LOFY(YPA
9 byrpn8®
9 ceuqLy] pap?
2(01L.986 (IeK PYAING
INOLINY(ION
OAGL 91
byyte (o1 woaemeng
LGJYLIAG [0 291( pPYec
y2zeIP[A CYLLIYEG
9 {6 YCLNILOL
2[1q9ph enbborpus
meyne (oL

e3¢ \\e



Page 24

No. 1999-1924

Appeal

Application No. 08/486, 545

6Uq OL [P6 qI2K qUAG’
9qlgceny [pe LeWOL6
SUq 9 LeWOf6e 6Uq
6Uq OL [pe qI2K qUIAG
fpe csLLgRe jo9qIuR
[oLmsLq euq 9qlgcens
2[Iq6L PYAIR 9
CpSuUG| 291q 26C0UQ
26c01(q 2[IqeL
9220CICY[6q MIfP 291
2JiqeL 2{IqIp[A

g 2ecouq

€Uq OF {6 qI2K qLIAG.
sqlsceus (pe Lewofe
9Uq 9 LEWIOfG 6uq

08\¢8Q"2%2

61q OL {P6 qI2K qUAE’
gqlyceut [Pe Lewore
SUq 9 L6WO[6 61q
6q Of {p6 qlek quUAG
fp6 cILILIGRG [09qIUB
[oumeLqg euq sqlscent
2[Iq6L PYAIB ¢

g 26c0Uq

couuecgion?
LG2I2(JUCG [IDKING
9 yLef Jom-
(pereiy go broaiqe
epsbeq 2jo¢ yormeq
PYAING OD[A 016 -
2[Iq6L [NL{peL

eyIq preg

6uq OL {6 Q2K qUAG’

gqlyceur (e Lewof6
SUq 9 LEWIOJG 6Uq

2 A3¢331]

euq OF {6 qI2K qLIAG'
gqlgceny [pe L6WOLE
9uq 9 L6WIOL6 6uq
61q O [pe qI2K qLiA6
fpe coLfuqBe jogqIuR
[OLMSL]G 6uq Sqlscent
2]Iq6L PYAIUR ¢
CPYUUG] 291q 26COUQ
291q 26C00q 2[Iq6L
CONYINGY I[N
2JIqeL 2jIqIpjA

g 26c0Uq

[oreq {perein?
oue 2-2psbeq zjor
2[Ig6L PIAINE OUJA
2y1q e
6Uq OF {6 qIK quAe’
gqlgceu (6 LEIUOLG

SuqQ ¥ LeWore 6uq

2°103°82)

6uq OL [P6 qI2K qLIAG:
9qlycens [pe Lewoge
guq 9 LEWO[6 6Uq
6Uq OL [p6 qleK qUIAG
fpe eyLLIqRe o9qIUR
[oLmsLq 6nq gqlsceus
2[Iq6L PYAIR ¢
cpsnue]’ 291q 26C0Uq
291q 26C0Uq 2[IgeL
CONEYINGY MIFPI
2JIqeL 2jIgspjA

¥ 26c0Uq

6Uq OF {6 qraK quAe
sqlyceur (6 Lewog6
SIq 9 LEWOL6 6uq

08\483°023

[upIug 6nq oy 2viq
6U8YBING 2y1q
LOLIIG] (PELEOD [OL
PSAIIR [N8 meywe
26c01(q 2[Iq6L2
0UG O 291q [L2f YUq
61q OL {6 qI2K qUAG’
gqlsceus [pe Lewoge
SUq  16WIOf6 6Uq
6Uq OL [p6 qIeK qLIrG
fpe cILiLgRe [09qIUB
[oLmeLq euq sqlycens
2[Iq6L PYAIUR 9
CPSUUG]’ 291q. 26C0NQ
2ecouq 2jigeL
9220C1C9(6q M 291G
2jiqeL 2[IqIp[A

¥ 26c0Uq

61q O [P6 qreK quAe:
9qlceuf [pe Lewofs
SUq § LEIO[6 61q

2'08¢’ \\e



Appeal No. 1999-1924 Page 25
Application No. 08/486, 545



Page 26

1999- 1924

No.

Application No. 08/486, 545

Appeal

1109 seiq Y3 uorsod
A[Suipuodsoniod
0} SuIn} Wie (109
SBIQ PIES ‘pIjRANOR
SI IOPI[S AUO pIes
usyMm Jey) Os SIIPIS
pu0o3s pue JsIJ pres
JO 9uo pres ur ysjou
pres yum a[qeadedus
Sureq we 19A9] pres
‘WOoLRIdY) SUIPUIIXD
LR 19A3] © Suiaey
pue A|quasse 109
se1q & Suipnjour wie
[102 seiq pres ‘ared
a58q pIes 0] PAINOss
A[qejeior wre

JI0d selq e
‘urIsy)
pauLoj yojou
® Suiaey SIOpIS
PuOd3s pue Is1y

pIes JO Juo
‘URIIY pauLioy
jo1s padeys-g Juo
AJuo Suraey JIpPIS
Pu0d3s pies
‘urre Junpred
9LLY89°S 750°T8Y/80 LS8'EOL'S TEEVTL'S S¥S 981/80



Page 27

No. 1999-1924

Appeal

Application No. 08/486, 545

LOI(I0U Of 291q
2[Iq6L’ 20 [P9f 9 {L2f
61q Of 291q 26C0Uq
ANIEP 291q JOLMILg
2MIUBIP[A 220019164
fI]j6L peIug
26c01q 6Uq Of 291G
{Lef 2[IqeL’ suq 291
[OLMSL] 6Uq Of 29Iq
9220C19[6q MI[] 291q
peIug 2mimBypiA
6Uq Of 291q fIj[6L
26C0Uq 6Uq’ 291G pL2f
9 [IL2f 6Uq 9Uq ¥

g [I]]6L PIAIUR

CeU(LY] pnp?

2foL986 qIeK pyAIIR ¢
S [[OLWIYION
g226WIP]A LEJIMIAG [0

08\48Q°2¢2

es1q [ w g
9 [IL2f LO[Y[IOU Of
26C0U(q 2[Iq6L’ 20 [P9f
[OLMIL] 6uq OF 291
PUKeq ALY 291q
fI]]6L PEINR 2MINBIP[A
26c0uq 6Uq O} 291q
HL2f 2[Iq6L’° U 291q
JOLMIL] 61(q OF 291q
[IDR6q MmIp 291q
peR 2mIByppA
6lq o 291q fjjet
26C0Uq 6U(q’ 291q [L2f
9 [Lef 6uq 9uq ¥

g [I[J6L PSAINE

couuecfIon?
LG6212(YUC6 [INKING
9 26C0Uq [OM-~
{peLe fo broaige
epsbeq 2jog yormeq
PYAILE oA OUE -
2Jigel. yrgpel

2y1q 26conq

2AS¢331

eslq
9 [IL2[ LO[Y[IOU Of
26C0UQ 2[Ig6L’ 20 [psf
[OLMSL] 6Uq OF 2919
9220C19f6q MI[P 291q
H]J6L PEIUR 2MITBIP[A
26C0Uq 6U(q OF 281q
{Lef 2IqeL’ yuq 291q
[OLMIL] 6Uq O 281q
9220C1916q MIf]J 291q
peIuR 2mIuBgpiA
6Uq OF 291q HjjeL
26C0Uq 6Uq’° 291q [IL2f
9 [IL2f 6uq Suq §

9 {I[J6L PYAIIB

2°103°82)

e39q
g {L2f LO(gfIou Of
26C0Uq 2]Iq6L’ 20 [Pyl
[OLMIL] 6Uq O 291q
9220CI9[6q MIP 291
fIjI6L peIuB 2MILBIP[A
26c0uq 6Uq O 291q
HLef 2jIqeL’ suq eg1q
[OLMYL] 61q Of 291q
9220CI9[6q MIfP 291q
PEIUB 2MINRIP[A
6lq oy 291q fjjeL
26couq 6uq’° 291q [Lef
g QLef 6uq Suq 9

9 [I[J6L PIAILB

08\¥83°023

eslq
9 [IL2f LO{IfIOU O],
26C0Uq 2[Ig6L’ 20 P9l
[OLMIL] 6Uq O 291q
9220C1916q MILP 291]
fI][6L PeINg 2MIIRIPIA
26C0Uq 61q OF 291q
[Lef 2]Iq6L’ Yuq 291q
[OLMIL] 61q O 291q
9220CI9f6q MIFJ 291q
PEING 2MIUBIP[A
6Uq Of 291q fIyjeL
26C0Uq 6Uq’ 2919 {Lef
g [Lef 6uq Suq ¢

9 (I[J6L PIAIUB

2°08¢° 110



Page 28

No. 1999-1924

Appeal

Application No. 08/486, 545

98pures pres

YSIp 9y} Sulurejuod

93pues aA30adsal

® SuIA0a1

10J 19A19991
a8pupeo e

“9ALIP YSIp 31 JO
pus Surpeo] a8pune
9y} pIEMO} JOPI[S
puo2ss pres SurALp
S SALIP SIp 3y}
JO pus 9j0wa1 Y}
PIEMO} JOPI[S 1S
PIES SOALIp SIXE IS[[1)
pres Jnoqe uonvaIIp
PUODSS B UI IJ[[1} PIES
JO uone0I PUOISS
© pu® 9ALIp jSIp
9y} JO pud 9j0UIdI
3y} pIemol IopIjs
Puodas pres SulaLp
S[TyMm SALIp JSIp

a1} Jo pus Juipeo|
a3pueo oy}
pIemo) JapI[s 1s1
PIes SOALID SIXE I9[[1)
® JNOQE UOI9aIP
1SI1J ® U1 I3[

9LLY89‘S

qny [B0UD B YPIM

YySIp & Suiurejuod

33puipres aAnoadsal

® SurA1eoal

10J I9AII91
a8puneo e

“SAUP JSIp Y} JO
pus Surpeo| a3puIed
9y} pIeMO} IIPI[S
puo0o3s pres SulALp
Sy SALIP JSIp 3y}
JO pus 90wl Y}
pIemoj] IopI[s IS1y
PIes SSALIP SIXE Jo[[l}
pIes 1n0qe uoroaIp
puOO3s © Ul IS][1) PIES
JO uonBIOI PU0dSs
€ pue “9ALIp JSIp
311 JO Pud dj0WdI
9y} pIeMO] IOPI[S
puo99s pres SulALp
[y SALID JSIp

3y} Jo pus Suipeo]
938pures sy}
plemoy JopI[s 1s1ij
PIBS SOALID SIXE JO[[1}
B JNOQE UOII03JIp
1SJ1J B Ul I3[

750°T8%/80

qny [B1UD € PRI

ySIp & Suiurejuod

98puied aanoadsal

® Su1ala001

10J JOAI0AI
a3pupes

“SALIP JSIP 3y} JO
pus Suipeoj a8puLIed
9y} pIemoy J1opI|s
puodss pres SurALp
Siy SALIp SIp o}
JO pua dj0waI Y}
pIemo] JopI[s 151
Pres S9ALID SIXe 19
PIES INOGE UOTIOIIP
puOD3s © Ul I3[} pres
JO uoneI0I puod3s
® pue ‘9ALIp YSIp
9y} JO pud j0wWal
9y} pIemo) JapIfs
Ppuoo9s pres SulALp
S[YyMm SALIp JSIp

2y} Jo pus Surpeo]
98pures oy}
PIEMO) J9PI[S 151
PIES SOALI STXE I9[[1}
 JNOqe UONIIIP
1811 € U1 I3[

LS8°E0L'S

‘qny [e)udd B yIm

ysIp ® Sumureiuod

98puIed 9A1309dsaa

& SuiA1e001

10J JOAI3091
gpuneo ®

“SALIP JSIP 3y} JO
pus Suipeo] 93pLIed
9} pIeMO] IOPI[S
puod9s pres SUIALIP
S[IyM SALIP JSIp 3]
JO pud 9j0uId1 Y}
PIeMO] IOPI[S 18I
PIES SIALIP SIXE IO}
PIES JNOQR UONISIIP
PUODIS ® UI IO[[1} PIES
JO uonEBIOI PUOdS
© pue 9AUp JSIp

2y} JO pPu9 2JOWaI
oY} pIeMO} IOPI[S
puo2as pres JuIALIp
S[iyMm SALIp JSIp

9y} Jo pus Juipeo|
93pued oy} premol
IopI[S 1817 pres
SOALIP SIXE I9[[1} ©
INOQE UO1OAIIP ISI

[E€YTL'S

93puyes pres

SIsIp 9y} Suiureuod

93puied aA1dadsal

€ SuIAI9001

10] IOAIS091
a8pupeo

“OALIP YSIP Y3 JO pud
Suipeoy 98puied
3y} PIEMO} JOPI[S

puooss pres SuiaLp
S[IyM SALIP JSIp 3}
JO pus 910w Y}
PJeMO) JOPI[S 1SJY
PIES SOALIP SIXE JI][1)
PIES JNOQE UONOIIP
PUOD3S B Ul IS[1} pres
JO UOIRIOI PUOIIS

© pU® “9ALp JSIp oy}
JO puo 30wl Y}
pIemo) JSpI[S puooas
pres SWALIp o[yMm

SALIp SIp 3} JO pud

Surpeo] 95pLIed oY)

PIeMO) JIPI[S 1SIT}
PIES SIALIP SIXE I
© JNOQe UONoaIIp
1811 € Ul 191

St$°98%/80



Page 29

No. 1999-1924

Appeal

Application No. 08/486, 545

9LLY89°S

€ ul J3pIIs

puodds pres suipjoy

PUE JIPI[S PUOIIS

pres Suige3ud

78] JIAIRIAM

pres ‘aeld aseq

pIEs 0} paydene

Aiqereioan yore)
JIAIAI B

7S0°T8Y/80

pue {3210}
J[qe[[0.1u0d pres
JO JJSURI) JUINDLYD
ue Suipisoad
AQa1d) urea) aed3
PIES ‘SUBIW JALIP
pres £q papiaoad
9210} J[qE[[01IU0D
pres Sunjrusue.)
A[322J1p ure.a) aeds
pres [ pres pue
SUEIW JALIP pIES
uIRIMIdq pasod.rnur
ure.a) agag e
{SIXE I[N
© pIes Jnoqe pajeloa
A|qer[o13uod
SL.II[IN 3y}
JBY) OS IJ[[1} PIES 03
92.10J J[qB[[01)IU0
® 3uipraoad a0y

LSS°€0L’S 1€€PTLS

SPS 98Y/80



Appeal No. 1999-1924 Page 30
Application No. 08/486, 545



Page 31

No. 1999-1924

Appeal

Application No. 08/486, 545

9220CI9[6q MI[P 291G
obeLg(iacA
g cyw

08\¢8Q"2¢2

fI]]6L Juq 291q SeyL
9220C19[6( MI[Y 291Q
g ¢y obeLIIAGIA

2°A3¢°331

g220CI9[6q MI[Y 291q
obeLgrae]A
g W

2°103°82)

9220CI9(6q MI[P 291Q

obeLsgiaciA obeLgiAGA

g cIw g cIw

[omel bozifron: snq
LGCGIAGL 1N 291
bjyce e91q cyLLIq8e
WOAG(] [OLMYIL] (O
2[Iq6L WYA pe

20 (Pyf 291q 26CONq
291 26¢0N( 2[Ig6L
LGCGIAGL [Y{CP [LOI
(Ieen8y8e 291q
LGCGIAGL [YECP (O
[OMILG 291q

(OOL [IUK I2 HIOAG(
291q ¢ [6Y2( OU6
LGCGIAGL [YECP mpen
cu&yGe 291q

peIng gp8ueq (o
[692( O1IE QOOL JIK
(b [n8 oy 291q g
291 [YICP-L6]6326
nbber boaifron®
LGCGIAGL 11 291Q
291q CYL{LIq86
26conq 2[igeiz byyce
MPIfE 291q 12( uq
LeSLMYLG bozigion

08\¢83°023 2’08t 110

9220CI9(6q MI[P 291G



Page 32

No. 1999-1924

Appeal

Application No. 08/486, 545

AL [pe gleg

pIg2 Ol 226IPJA
WOAGWIGUT O [P6
MJI[6 COOLGIUYLINR
fpe 2biuqre wyBuet
fJJ6 CGUILY] PrIp [LOW
066q6q [0 LEWOAG
LeqrIce [J6 [OLCE
[P6LEOU [O [IGLEPA
NUjosqIuR [p6 qreK
[0SqIUE suq

9 2bruqe wyBuer oL
12 JUC[IUE] LG[ILIAG [O
[PST [P6 CeUfLY] prip
291q AeLficy] byrp 20
SUq gieK Woae gjouk
tezbectine coLughe’
CILILIqR6 L6ceIAGL’
boaiione’ 291q

291q nbber guqg jomer
LGCGIAGL PEIMEET
291q cIL[LIGRe
26C0Uq 2[Iq6L2 HIOAG
Mp6U 291 [ILef SUQ
{I][6L 9XI2 20 [PYf
291q [I]]6L 9porIf 251q
fI[J6L [OL 1O[S{IUB

08\480Q° 22

ecconq 2[iqeLe:

eg1q yieg yuq
6646( [0 qLIAG
LeqmcIng (pe yo1ce
CONI(LIPALE (O

2[0f2 LIL(P6L
Lezbecgine 2-2pybeq
broalqeq pA [pe
[IUKINE connecfion?
JOM-LERI2(YIICE

Hl2g yuq 26000q
wYBUeL mpI[e 2v1q
prp pow ¢ 2bruqye
LGIIOAG [PG COUFLY]
{p6 [oLC6 Uesqeq [0
{0 [PeLEPA Leqrice
bugp mpre ppows

9 HOU-POLISON(Y]
91q qIeK WOAG SJOuB
162beciinc cgLiLqRe’
coLILIqRe LeceIAGL’
bozaipione’ 291q

291q nbbel suq jomeL
LE6CGIAGL PGIMGET
291q c9L[LIqBe
26C0U(q 2[Iq6L2 WOAG
MPEU 291G [Lef sUq
fI[[6L 9X12 20 [PIf
291q fjjeL spong a91q
(LYIU [OL LOfSAUR

2°AS¢331]

boziprong oy (pe
bygp® 291q mcpueq
HOU-POLISONY]
IWOAINS JJons 291q
mcjmeq yuq
cYL(LIqR6 12

291q Leebecpine
2PALLCE GOOL PG
1o eu8y8e pe

[IuK peus gpSueq
9( [692{ OIG (OOL
ebiuqie weBuer’ esiq
IUCJIUG] LE[ILIAC (O §
cyn26q [0 pe
CeUfLy] prp 12

bsgp 20 rpsr fpe

291q OL-POLISON{Y]
SUQ qI2K WOAG SJOUB
162becfine cyLfLIqRE’
c9LLIqRe LeceIA6L’
boaipoue’ 291q

291q nbber suq jomeL
LGCGIAGL PEEMEEU
291q cILILqRe
26C01q 2[1g6L2 WOAG
Mp6U 291q [L2f Suq
[IjJ6L YXI2 20 {p9f
291q [I[J6L 9ponf 291q
fI][6L [OL LOfILIUR

2°103°82)

L6GICIUG {6 [OLCE
O (]G Q12K (peLeph
mwcjweq bozigronmg
AeLgicy] bugp’ 291q
WOAINS YjoNs 29Iq
mcmeq yug
CYL(LIGRE 12

ey1q Lezbecpine
2PALLGL qOOL MPED
{0 cu8y8e [pe

UK peIng ypiSueq
9{ [692{ 06 (OOL
ebiuqpe weBuer 2viq
IUC[IUG] LE[IIAG O ¥
12 cymeeq [0 pe

[PSL [P6 CEUILS] Prp
291q AeLiicy] barp 2o
S1q gI2K WOAG J[OUR
1ezbeciine coLLgRe’
CYLILIGRE L6CEIAGL
boeaiiow’ 291q

YU 291q [OM6L

291q nbbet bozifony
LGCGIAGL PGIMEET
291q CILILIGRE
26C01q 2[Ig6L2 WOAG
Mp6U 291q JL2f SUq
fI[[6L YXT2 20 {P9f
291q fI[jeL gpony 2s1q
fI][6L [OL LOfSIuE

08\¥83°023

MILP 291q 06 O
291q by yum
PA IHEELYCEION O}
Y2261 PJA CYLLISBE
QU6 yCEnyoL
WOAGWIGU} O} (P€
MJIT]6 COOLQIUS{INR
fpe ebiuqje wyBuef
{JJS CGU{LY] Prip [LOW
U6646q O LGWIOAG
16gnciuB [pe [oLce
[PELEOU [PELEPA
nujosqIuR (e qrex
[09qIUR suq

g 2bmqje weBuer for
12 WC[IU6q LE[IFIAG [0
[PSf {P6 CeufLs] prp
291q AeLfics] barp 20
91q qI2K WOAG S[OUB
162becfine cLfLIqRe’
CYLILIRE L6CEIAGL
boairone’ 2g1q

291q nbber guq jomeL
LGCGIAGL PGIMEET
291q cILfLIg8e
26C01q 2]Iq6L2 WOoAG
Mp6U 291q [L2f SUQ
fI][6L 9XI2 20 (P9}
291q {I]|6L IPONf 281q
fI]J6L [OL LOIY{IUR

e8¢’ \\e



Page 33

No. 1999-1924

Appeal

Application No. 08/486, 545

YSIp 24} Jo pud
Surpeo| A3pLLIBD
A1) pIeMO)

paAour s1.I3pIs

U0 pIEs udyMm

JeYy) oS suvdw 3n|
pres JIppe.ns Prgm
JpIS puodIs & pue
apis 3841y € Suisey

Rquw mel

pres ‘uire Sunjred

pIEs jJo pud Sunjuip

pres aeuixoad

pauonisod Jaquidw
mefe

PpUR (SIIPIIS PUOIIS
pue js.aij pres

9LLY89‘S

‘suonjisod 1omoj
pue saddn pres
UIIM)IQ paAsow
SUYSIp oY) s[ym
1ouGew s[purds oy
woly qny [eIIU0 Y}
9AOWAI 0} PIPadu

TS0°T8%/80

suonisod 13mo|
pue 1addn pres
UIMIIq pasour
SIYSIp Y3 9[iym
1ouSew ojpurds ay}
wolj gny [e1Ud9 Y}
9A0WAI 0} PIpasu
9010} 2y} Sudnpal
Aqa1oty ys1p

LS8 COL'S

1€EVTL'S

S¥5°98%/80



Page 34

No. 1999-1924

Appeal

Application No. 08/486, 545

Q0UR)SIP WNWIXEW
Y} urRIYM

[ wrepd 03 Surproooe
snjeredde Suipeoj
adpuneo dyl I

90URISIP WNWIXEW
oy} uIRIyYM

[ wrepd o3 Suipioooe
snjesedde Suipeo]
sfpunedayl [T

90URISIP WNWIXBW
oy} ureIAYM

[ wiep 03 Surpiodoe
snjeredde Suipeo]
o8pues sy, 12

90UR)SIP WNWIXBW
oY) UIRIoYM

[ wre o3 Suipioode
snjeredde Suipeo]
afpupes Yyl [T

“URRIIY)
papeo[aq 03
EYTIRIRLATEYNIRET Do
prEes SuIMo[[e JALIp
SIP 3y} JO pud
Suipeoj 33pLaed
Y} wo.ay Leme
pasow £qa.13y)

SI YOIy M ITBLLIRD
A[quasse .10jen)de
auyy 3y} Jsurede
s1oe wae Sunjred
pres jo pud uissaad
Y} JeY] Os SIxe
Sunyaed pres jnoqe
uLte Sunjaed pres
Sunejor £qaay)
Jqurw mel

Pples Jo SapIs ayj jo
Juo sade3ud suvow
3nj pres “QAup

9LLY89S

750°T8%/80

LS8EOL’S

1EEYTL'S

SS 981/80



Page 35

No. 1999-1924

Appeal

Application No. 08/486, 545

08\180°2¢2

WGYU?2 [OL LO(Y[ING

sjecqLIc 6lecgion

pngpel ebecipee
(GIELLUNY

2robe
[IDKe suq qooL [InK
LYMD (O [P6 OOL.
3. YLE ILIP6L
Clyime 33-
e wyper”
y 2jaig bowrgron oy
qLymp fo zbeciA g
9I(q 3\ Y16 YIL{PEL
Csimz 3¢

cyL(LIg8e’

nujoyqIng 9 qIK

[09qIUR guq

0 ¥ We[poq of

JUq 32 YLE LYMD
Cly1wz 3¢

INI|YL (O C[9IN g
CI91w 33 1e

tpe shbyrygme:

O} WYNMICLILILE

gLYAD [0 9 W6{POq
Cl91u 39 12

2ASY 331 2°103°82)

08\483°023

LOfY(INg (e (6L

elecgron meynz jor

qLIMD {0 G[6CILIC
CI8IW 5@ e

2’08t A)e



Appeal No. 1999-1924 Page 36
Application No. 08/486, 545



Page 37

No. 1999-1924

Appeal

Application No. 08/486, 545

08\18Q' 22

12 1 [pI6 (LIAG’
MP6N [P6 CYLILIQEG
LEIIYINUE AreIp[6
{pe cyL{LIgBe
qLYMD [0 9 [IPE] Of
CI91w |\ re

ASY 231

LECEIAGL [F(Cp

gLIMD [0 (6

30 YLE IL{PGL
CIsnwe 53-

boaigron

suq 2becigez (pen.

CYLILIGRE LECEIAGL

bz oy (pe

qLYMD (0 U8
CI9lw 3] Ie

12 10 (p6 qLIAG®
Mp6l (p6 cYL{LIgRE
LEWFINING AlRIp[6
£p6 cyLILIgERe
qLYMD [0 ¥ [IP6] Of
CIsim 30 12

pe gjjer:

2°103°82) 08\483°023

oW6 O [I6 2JIgeLe
PRLO (PY[ WOAGR
obeLygeq slecrion
0 ¥ WwyNNIA
CI9IW 572 12 qLImy

12 10 (PG qLIAG
Mpen [pe cYIL{LIqRe
LEWYINING AlRIp[6
pe cyLiLIgEe
qLIMD [0 Y [IPE] Of
CI91w 3\ 12

2°08¢ 110



Appeal No. 1999-1924 Page 38
Application No. 08/486, 545



Appeal No. 1999-1924 Page 39
Application No. 08/486, 545



Appeal No. 1999-1924 Page 40
Application No. 08/486, 545



Appeal No. 1999-1924 Page 41
Application No. 08/486, 545



Appeal No. 1999-1924 Page 42
Application No. 08/486, 545



Appeal No. 1999-1924 Page 43
Application No. 08/486, 545



Appeal No. 1999-1924 Page 44
Application No. 08/486, 545



Appeal No. 1999-1924 Page 45
Application No. 08/486, 545



Appeal No. 1999-1924 Page 46
Application No. 08/486, 545



