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2105 Patentable Subject Matter — >Living
Subject Matter<* [R-6]

The decision of the Supreme Court in Diamond v. Chakra-
barty, 206 USPQ 193 (1980) held that microorganisms pro-
duced by genetic engineering are not excluded from patent
protection by 35 U.S.C. 101. Itis clear from the Supreme Court
decision and opinion that the question of whether or not an
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' 'mvenum embraces living matter is irrelevant 1o e.xs,sucv ofi '

—Matkema‘tl'al e

patentability. The test set down by the Court fc patentable !
subject matter in this arca is whether the living matter is the
result of human intervention. .

In-view of this decision. lhe Office >has 1ssued<** these
guidelines as to how 35 U.S.C. 101 will be interpreted.

The Supreme Court made the followmg pomts in the
Chakrabarty opinion: : , v

1.“Guided by these cannons of construction, this Courthas
read the term ‘manufacture’ in § 101 in accordance with its
dictionary definition to mean “the producuon of articles foruse
from raw materials prepared by giving to these materials new
forms, qualities, properties, or combinations whether by hand
labor or by machinery.’ *

2.*“Inchoosing such expansive terms as “manufacture’ and
“composition of matter,’ modified by the comprehensive
“any,” Congress plainly contemplated that the patent laws
would be given wide scope.”

3. *The Act embodied Jefferson’s philosophy that “inge-
nuity should receive a liberal encouragement.” V Writings of
Thomas Jefferson, at 75-76. See Graham v. John Deere Co.,
383 U.S. 1, 7-10 (1966). Subsequenl patent statutes in 1836,
1870, and 1874 employed this same broad language. In 1952,
when the patent laws were recodified Congress replaced the
word “art’ with “process,’ but otherwise left Jefferson’s lan-
guage intact. The Committee Reports accompanying the 1952
act inform us that Congress intended statutory subject matter
to “include any thing under the sun that is made by man.’ S.
Rep. No. 1979, 82d Cong. 2d Sess., 5 (1952)

4. “This is not to suggest that § 101 has no limits or that it
embraces every discovery. The laws of nature, physical phe-
nomena, and abstract ideas have been held not pateniable.”

5. “Thus, a new mineral discovered in the earth or a new
plant found in the wild is not patentable subject maiter.
Likewise, Einstein could not patent his celebrated law that
E=mc ?; nor could Newton have patented the law of gravity.”

6. “His claim is not to a hitherto unknown natural phe-
nomenon, but to a nonnaturally occurring manufacture or
composition of matter ~— a product of human ingenuity “hav-
ing a distinctive name, character [and] use.” **

7. “Congress thus recognized that the relevant distinction
was not between living and inanimate things, but between
products of nature, whether living or not, and human-made
inventions. Here, respondent’s microorganism is the result of
human ingenuity and research.”

8. After reference to Funk Seed & Kalo Co., 333 U.S,127
(1948), *'Here, by contrast, the patentee has produced a new
bacterium with markedly different characteristics from any
found in nature and one having the potential for significant
utility. His discovery is not nature’s handiwork, but his own;
accordingly it is patentable subject matter under § 101.”

A review of the Court statements above as well as the whole
Chakrabarty opinion reveals:

(1) That the Court did not limit its decision to genctically
engineered living organisms,

(2) The Court enunciated a very broad interpretation of
“manufacture” and “composition of matter” in Scction 101
(Note esp. quotes 1, 2, and 3 above),
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: patentablesubvecmmwundass "‘u
Quiote 7 above) thit:

“The re]evam distinction was not between’ living and:
‘inanifate things ‘but between products -of nature. whether
lwmg or not, and lmman—made mvenuons ISR

The tests set foﬂh by 1he court are (note especxally the
italicized portions):

-"The laws of nature, physical phenomena and abstract
ideas” are not patentable subject matter.

-"A nonnaturally occurring manufacture or composition of
matter — a product of human ingenuity — having a distinctive
name, character, {and] use.” is patentable subject matter.

- A new mineral discovered in the earth or anew plant found
in the wild is not patentable subject matier. Likewise, Einstein
could not patent his celebrated E=mc?; nor could Newton have
patented the law of gravity. Such discoveries are ‘manifesta-
tions of . . . nature, free to all men and reserved exclusively to
none.”

-"However, the production of articles for use from raw
materials prepared by giving to these materials new forms,
qualities, properties, or combinations whether by hand, labor or
machinery (emphasis added) is a manufacture under Section
101.”

In analyzing the history of the Plant Patent Act of 1930, the
Court stated: “In enacting the Plant Patent Act, Congress ad-
dressod both of these concerns {the belief that plants, even those
anificially bred, were products of nature for purposes of the
patent law . . . were thought not amenable o the written
description]. Itexplained at length its belief that the work of the
plantbreeder*inaid of nature’ waspatentable invention. S.Rep.
No. 3185, 71st Cong. 2d Sess. 6-8 (1930); H.R. Rep. No. 1129.
71st Cong. 2d Sess. 7-9 (1930).”

The Office will decide the questions as to patentable subject
matter under 35 U.S.C. 101 on a case-by-case basis following
the tests set forth in Chakrabarty, e.g., that “a nonnaturally
occurring manufacture or composition of matter” is patentable,
etc. It is inappropriate to try 10 autempt 10 set forth here in
advance the exact parameters to be followed.

The standard of patentability has not and will not be low-
cred. Therequirementsof 35 U.S.C. 102 and 103 still apply. The
tests outlined above simply mean that a rational basis will be
present for any >35 U.S.C.<101 determination. In addition, the
requirements of 35 U.S.C. 112 must also be met. In this regard,
see >MPEP<§ 608.01(p).

>Following this analysis by the Supreme Court of the scope
of 35U.5.C. 101, the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences
has determined that piant subject matter or an animal may be
protected under 35 U.S.C. 101.In Ex Parte Iibberd, 227 USPQ
443 (BA PAI 1985) the Board held that plant subject matter may
be the proper subject of a patent under 35 U.S.C. 101 even
though such subject matter may be protected under the Plant
Patent Act (35 U.S.C. 161 - 164) or the Plant Variety Protection
Act(7U.8.C.2321 et seq.). In Ex Parte Allen, 2USPQ2d 1425
(BAPAIL 1987), the Board decided that a polyploid Pacific coast
oyster could have been the proper subject of a patent under 35
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0.G. 24, Apnl 21,'1987) that the Pazen‘ : nd 'r' : ‘demark'Ofﬁce‘
‘would now consider non-naturally occurring, non-

human mul-
ticellular living organisms, including animals,  be patentable
subject matter wunm Lhe scope of 35 U S. C Ol <.

>2106< Patentable Subj ect Matter -
Mathematical Algorithms or
Computer Programs [R 6]

TheU.S. Supreme Courtdecnslonstzamondv Diehr, 450
U.S.175,209USPQ1(1981) and Diamond v. Bradley,450U S.
381, 209 USPQ 97 (1981) significantly affect an examiner’s
analysis under 35 U.S.C. 101 of patent applications involving
mathematical equations, mathematical algorithms and com-
nuter programs.

In 35 U.S.C. 101, Congress has set forth the categories of
inventions or discoveries which may be patentable as consisting
of “any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or
composition of matter, or any new and useful improvement
thereof.” Inventions involving mathematical equations, mathe-
matical algorithms or computer programs, if statutory at all,
would fall into the categories of statutory subject matter as
processes, machines or manufactures. In construing 35 U.S.C.
101, the Supreme Courtin Diamond v. Diehr,450U.8. 175,209
USPQ 1, 6 (1981) and Diamond v. Chakrabarty, 447 U.S. 303,
206 USPQ 193 (1980), has applied a broad interpretation to
statutory subject matter so as “to include anything under the sun
that is made by man.”

The Supreme Court alsoreiterated that certain categories of
inventive activity should not be considered statutory subject
matter. Assetforthin Diamondv. Diekr, 209 USPQ 1,7 (1981),
“Excluded from such patent protection are laws of nature,
physical phenomena, and abstract ideas.” Citing Parker v.
Flook, 437 U.S. 584, 198 USPQ 193 (1978); Gouschalk v.
Benson,409U.8. 63,175 USPQ 673 (1972). A “scientific truth,
or the mathematical expression of it, is not a patentable
invention,” Mackay Radio Corp. & Telegraph Co. v. Radio
Corp. of America, 306 U.S. 86, 94, 40 USPQ 199, 202 (1939).
In Goutschalk v. Benson,, supra, the Court concluded that an
“algorithm, or mathematical formula, is like a law of nature,
which cannot be the subject of a patent.” Similarly, the Court in
Parker v. Flook, held that an improved “method for computing

“an alarm limit’,” where the application “ did not purport to
explain now the variables used in the formula were to be
selected, nor did the application contain any disclosure relating
1o the chemical processes at work or the means of setting off an
alarm or adjusting the alarm limit,” is unpatentable subject
matter under 35 U.S.C. 101.(See Diamond v. Diehr, 209 USPQ
1, 10 (1981)).

If the claims of an application are dirccted solely to one of
the above judicially excluded areas of inventive activity, it is
clear that a patent shall not issue. However, a claim is not
unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 101 merely because it includes a
step(s) or element(s) directed to a law of nature, mathematical
algorithm, formula or computer program so fong as the claim as
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:@ wholeis dravm to subject matuer etherwxse s..amtory In thxs .
' ered as a whole” in effect leaves viable

‘procedure set forth -in In re Freeman, 197 USPQ 464.(CCPA,
:1978), asan appropriate test fordetermining if aclaim involving
-mathematics and/or computer programming . is in-cormpliance
-with35U.8.C.10). See also Jnre Walter, 205 USPQ 357 at 407
{CCPA, 1980), for-clarification of the second.Freeman step. In

regard, the'l oﬁuwmg significant points of law may be. gleaned
fromithe Diamond v. Diehr;:209 USPQ:t (1981) decision:

o0 1o The“claims must be considered 25 a whole: Iti xs_mappro-

- priate to disséct the claims into old anc new elements and then
to-ignore the: presence of the old elements in the analysis.”. .
-"The novelty” of any element or steps in a process, or.evenof
the process itself, is'of no relevance in determining whether the
subject matter of a claim: falls within-the 101 categories of
possible patentable subject matter” (emphasis added). - -

- 2.“When aclaim containing a mathematical formula imple-
ments or applies that formula in a structure or process which,
when considered as a whole, is performing a function which the
patent laws were designed to protect (e.g., transforming or
reducing an article to a different state or thing), then the claim
satisfies the requirements of § 101.”

3. “When a claim recites a mathematical foxmula {or scien-
tific principle or phenomenon of nature), an inquiry must be
made into whether the claim is seeking patent protection for that
formula in the abstract.” (If the claim does seek protection for
such a mathematical formula, it would be non-statutory under
35U.8.C. 101).

4. “A mathematical formula as such is not accorded the
protection of our patent laws . . . and this principle cannot be
circumvented by attempting to limit the use of the formuia to a
particular technological environment.” . .. “Similarly, insignifi-
cant post solution activity will not transform an unpatentable
principle into a patentable process.”

5. When a claim as in Parker v. Flook, 198 USPQ 193
(1978), is drawn “to a method for computing an “alarm limit’
(which) is simply anumber,” theclaim is non-statutory under 35
U.S.C. 101 because Flook “sought to protect a formula for
computing this number.”

6. “It is now commonplace that an application of a law of
nature or mathematical formula to aknown structure or process
may well be deserving of patent protection.” Citing Funk Bros.
SeedCo.v.KaloCo.,333U.8. 127,76 USPQ 280 (1948); Eibel
Process Co. v. Minnesota and Ontario Paper Co.,261 U.S. 45
(1923); Cochrane v. Deener, 94 U.S. 780 (1876); O’ Reilly v.
Morse, 15 How. 62 (1853); and Leroy v. Tatham, 14 How. 156

(1852).

35 U.S.C. 101 CLAIM ANALYSIS

In determining eligibility for patent protection under 35
U.S.C. 101, the Supreme Court in Diamond v. Diehr, 209 USPQ
i (1981), requires that the “claims must be considered as a
whole.” Consistent with this requirement, the Court concluded
that “a claim drawn to subject matter otherwise statutory docs
not become non-statutory simply because it uses amathematical
formula, a computer program, or digital computer.” Thus, the
fact that a claim specifics that a computer performs certain
calculation steps is irrelevant for the purpose of determining
whether statotory subject matter has been recited. The fact that
an application discloses that a mathematical formula is imple-
mented solely by computer programming is likewise immate-
rial for this purpose.
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The Court’s reqmremem that the: “clanms .must be: consxd— ,
ia CCPA’s two-step-

accordance with the first step of such analysis, each method or
apparatus. claim' must be: analyzed to determine whether a
mathematical algorithm is either “directly’or “indirectly” re-
cited. If the claim at issue fails to directly recite a mathematical
atgorithm, reference must be-made to the specification in order

-to determine whether claim language indirectly recites mathe-

matical calculations, formulas, or eguations.

If a given claim directly or indirectly recites a mathematical
algorithm, the second step of the analysis must be applied.
Under this step, a determination must be made as to whether the
claim as a whole, including all its steps or apparatus elements,
merely recites a mathematical algorithm, or method of calcula-
tion. If so the claim does not recite statutory subject matter under
35U.8.C. 101.

The Supreme Court in Diamond v. Diehr, 209 USPQ 1
(1981), provides some guidance in determining whether the
claim as a whole merely recites a mathematical algorithm or
method of calculation. The Court suggesis that if “a claim
containing a mathematical formula implements or applies that
formula in a structure or process which, when considered as a
whole, is performing a function which the patent laws were
designed to protect (e.g., transforming or reducing an article to
a different state or thing), then the claim satisfies the require-
ments of § 101.” (emphasis added)

Focusing on the application or implementation of a mathe-
matical algorithm, the Supreme Court in Diehr, 209 USPQ 1 at
89(1981), citing MackayRadio Corp. & TelegraphCo.v.Radio
Corp. of America, 306 US 86, 94, 40 USPQ 199, 202 (1939),
explained that “while a scientific truth, or the mathematical
expression of it, is not a patentable invention, anovel and useful
structure created with the aid of ascientific truth may be.” In this
regard, the CCPA noted in In re Walter, 205 USPQ 397 at 407,
(CCPA, 1980), that “If it appears that the mathematical algo-
rithm is implemented in a specific manner to define structural
relationship between the physical elements of the claim (in
apparatus claims) or to refine or limit claim steps (in process
claims), the claim being otherwise statutory, the claim passes
muster under § 101.”

The Walter analysis quoted above does not limit patentable
subject matter to claims in which structural relationsi:.ps or
process steps are defined, limited, or refined by the application
of the algorithm, In the post Diehr CCP/ decision In re Abele,
214 USPQ682at687 (CCPA, 1982), the court urged that Walter
should be read broadly to require no more than that the “algo-
rithm be applied in any manner to physical elements or process
steps provided that its application is circumscribed by more than
a ficld of use limitation or non-cssential post-solution activity.
Thus, if the claim would be otherwise statutory, id., albeit
inoperative or less uscful without the algorithm, the claim
likewise presents statutory subject matter when the algorithm is
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, ;incmded" Also seeln re Pardo 214 USPQ 673 at6‘76 (CCPA

[ 8 rcgard o post-solunon acnmy, the Supreme (‘omt in

-thr indicated that “insignificant post-solution activity will
riot transform an unpatentable principle into a patentable proc-
ess.” The claims in Parker v. Flook, which wéze held to be non-
‘statutory, recited a post-solution activity of updating a number
(i.e., an’ alarm limit), a-step relating ‘more ‘t0-a’ method of
calculation than to the physical process alluded to in the claim
preamble, In Diehr, the Supreme Court characterized the post
calculation activity of the type claimed in Parker v. Flook as
being “token post-solution activity.” In conirast, the post-
solution activity in the Diehr claims consisted of automatically
opening a rubber molding press, a step clearly tied in with the
physical process of rubber molding. As staied by the CCPA in
Inre Walter, 205 USPQ 397 at 407, (CCPA, 1980), “if the end-
product of a claimed invention is a pure number, as in Benson
and Flook, the invention is non-statutory regardless of any post-
solution aciivity which makes it available for use by a personor
machine for other purposes.”

It must also be recognized thateven though a claim contains
an application limiting preamble, even though it does not cover
every conceivable application of a formula, or even though it
does not totally preempt the formula, such aclaim would be non-
statutory, if, when considered as a whole, it merely recites a
mathematical algorithm or method of calculation. As stated by
the Supreme Court in Diehr, 209 USPQ 1 at 10, (1981), “A
mathematical formula does not suddenly become patentable
subject matter simply by having the applicant acquiesce to
limiting the reach of that formula to a particular technological
use.” Similarly, the CCPA pointedout in Walter, 205 USPQ 397
at 409 (1980) that “Although the claim preamble rclate the
claimed invention to the art of seismic prospecting, the claims
themselves are notdrawn to methods of or apparatus for seismic
prospecting; they are drawn toimproved mathematical methods
for interpreting the results of seismic prospecting. The specific
end use recited in the preambles does not save the claims from
the holding in Flook, since they are drawn to methods of
calculation, albeit improved. Examination of each claim dem-
onstrates that each has no substance apart from the calculations
involved.”

Also, in Walter, a Jepson preamble was not regarded as
limiting the “subject matter as a whole,” so as to avoid the >35
U.S.C.< 101 rejection, Similarly, preliminary data gathering
steps may not affect the “subject matter as a whole” assessment.
In re Richman, 195 USPQ 340, (CCPA 1977). Moreover, even
the concluding step of building a bridge or dam may not suffice.
Inre Sarker, 200 USPQ 132 (CCPA, 1978). In other words, for
purposes here, the “subject matter as a whole” must be viewed
in context on a case by case basis.

In analyzing computer program related claims, it is essential
torecognize that computer implemented “processes are encom-
passed within 35 U.S.C. 101 under the same principles as other
machine implemented processes, subject to judicially deter-
mined exceptions, inter alia, mathematical formulas, methods
of calculation, and mere ideas.” fn re Johnson et al, 200 USPQ
199 at 210, 211 (CCPA, 1978). Claims seeking coverage for a
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compnwr program unplemented process have been held to be
- statutory by the CCPA in In re Pardo, 214 USPQ:673 (CCPA,
- 1982); Inre Toma, 197'USPQ 852 {CCPA-1978); and In re
-Chatfield, 191 USPQ 730 (CCPA, 1976). In accordance with

the two-step procedurs outlined above, claims seeking coverage
fora computet program would be non-statutory under 35 U.S.C.

+101, only.if, when considered as a whole; they merely recite a

mathematical algorithm; or a methiod of calculation which isnot
applied in any manner to physical elements or process steps.
Suchan approach is the same as that contemplated for apparatus
claims by the CCPA in In re Pardo, 214 USPQ 673 at 677
(CCPA, 1982). See aiso In re Bradley and Franklin, 202 USPQ
480 (CCPA, 1979).

Certain computer program related claims may be non-
statutory under 35 U.S.C. 101 as falling within judicially deter-
mined exceptions cutside the mathematics area. For example,
consider the following claims:

(1) *A compuater program comprising the steps of:

a) associating treatment rendered to a patient with a fee,
and
b) billing said patient in accordance with the fee.”

Here the cornputer program is claimed, not in terms of a
specific instruction set, but aliernatively as a series of steps
broadly defining what the program is designed to accomplish.
Suchaclaim should be viewed as non-statutory under 35U.S.C.
101 as reciting a method of doing business.

{2) “A computer program for comparing array A(N) with
array B(M) to generate array C comprising the steps of:

Do 70N =1,10
Do80M=1,20
If A(N) = B(N) then C(M) = B(M)
80 Continue
70 Continue * * *”

This bare set of insiructions fails to recite subject matter that
falls within any statotory category. In this regard, a bare set of
computer instructions does not set forth a sequence of steps
which could be viewed as a statutory process. Such a computer
language listing of instructions, when not associated with a
computing machine to accomplish aspecific purpose, would not
constitute amachine implemented process, but would constitute
non-siatutory subject matter as the mere idea or abstract intel-
lectual concept of a programmer, or as a collection of printed
matter,

Further guidance on handling 35 U.S.C. 101 issues may also
be gleaned from the CCPA’s detailed claim analysis in the
following decisions: /n re Chatfield, 191 USPQ 730 (CCPA,
1976); In re Johnson, Parrack and Lundsford, 200 USPQ 199
(CCPA, 1979); In re Sarker, 200 USPQ 132 (CCPA, 1978); In
re Gelovatch and Arell, 201 USPQ 136 (CCPA, 1979); In re
Bradley and Franklin, 202 USPQ 480 (CCPA, 1979); In re
Walter, 205 USPQ 397 (CCPA, 1980). In re Taner, 214 USPQ
678 (CCPA, 1982); Inre Pardo, 214 USPQ 673 (CCPA, 1982);
InreAbele,214USPQ 682 (CCPA, 1982); and Inre Meyer,215
USPQ 193 (CCPA, 1982).

In addition to handling 35 U.S.C. 101 issues in accordance
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exammers musk alsocarefully examine mathematical algorithm
or ¢a T grammmg related applications to ‘insure that
,Lhey comply with "the” disclosure 'rcqwremems of 335
U.S. C <112 as well as the noveltv and unobvxousnees reqmre-
'ments of >35 U S C < 102 and 10’3 o

>2106 01 Computer Programmmg and 35
U. S C 112; First Paragraph {R-6] -

 The requu'emems for suilizient disclosure of inventions
involving computer programming is the same as for ail inve::-
tions sought to be patented. Namely, there must be an adequate
written description, the original disclosure should be suifi-
ciently enabling to allow one to make and use the invention as
claimed, and there must be presentation of a best mode for
carrying out the invention.
The following guidelines, while applicable to a wide range
of arts, are intended to provide a guide for analyzing 35 U.S.C.
112, first paragraph, issucs in applications involving computer
programs, software, firmware, or block diagram cases wherein
one or more of the “block diagram” elements arc at ieast
partially comprised of a computer software component. It
should be recognized that sufficiency of disclosure issues in
computer cases necessarily will require an inquiry into both the
sufficiency of the disclosed hardware as well as the disclosed
software due to the interrelationship and interdependence of
computer hardware and software.

Written Description

The function of the description requirement is (o ensure that
the inventor had possession of, as of the filing date of the
application relicd upon, the specific subject matter later claimed
by him or her: how the specification accomplishes this is not
material./nre Herschler,200USPQ 711,717 (CCPA 1979)and
further reiterated in In re Kaslow, 217 USPQ 1089 (CAFC
1983).

Best Mode

While the purpose of the best mode requirement is to
“restrain inventors from applying for patents while at the same
time concealing from the public the preferred embodiments of
their inventions which they have in fact conceived”, /n re Gay,
135 USPQ 311, 315 (CCPA 1962); “There is no objective
standard by which to judge thc adequacy of a best mode
disclosure. Instead, only evidence of concealment (accidental or
intentional) is to be considered. That avidence, in order toresuit
in affirmance of a best mode rejection must tend to show that the
quality of an applicant’s best mode disclosure is so poor as to
effectively result in concealment”. Ir re Sherwood, 204 USPQ
537, 544 (CCPA 1980). Also, see White Consolidated Indus-
tries vs Vega Servo-Control, 214 USPQ 796, 824 (S.D. Michi-
gan, §, Div, 1982); affirmed on other grounds; 218 USPQ 961
(CCPA 1983).

Enablement

When basing a rejection on the failure of the applicant’s
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dasclnsurc to:meet the cnablement provisions ¢ of lhe first para:

2, the. examiner must establish,on the -
record: that he has, a. reasonable basis for. 'qucstmnmg the
adequacy of the disclosure o, enable a person of ordinary skill -
in the art to make. and use the claimed invention. without

resorting to undue experimentation. Seeln reBrown,177USPQ

691 (CCPA 1973), Inre Ghiron, 169 USPQ 723, (CCPA 1971).
Once the examiner has advanced a reasonable basis for ques-
tioning the adequacy of the disclosure, it becomes incumbenton
the applicant to rebut that challenge and factually demonstrate
that his or ker application disclosure is in fact sufficient. See In
reDoyle, 119USPQat 232 (CCPA 1973), Inre Scarbrough, 182
USPQ 298, 302 (CCPA 1974), In re Ghiron, Supra. <

>2106.02 Disclosure in Computer
Programming Cases [R-6]

To establish areasonable basis for questioning the adequacy
of a disclosure, the examiner must present a factual analysis of
a disclosure to show that a person skilled in the art would not be
able to make and use the claimed invention without resorting to
undue experimentation.

Incompuiercases, itis not unusual for the claimed invention
1o involve two areas of prior art or more than one technology,
(White Consolidated, Supra, 214 USPQ a1 821); e.g., an appro-
priately programmed computer and an area of application of
said compuier. In regard to the “skilled in the art™ standard, in
cases involving both the art of computer programming, and
another technology, the examiner must rccognize that the
knowledge of persons skilled in both technologies is the appro-
priate criteriafor determining sufficiency. Sec /nre Naquin, 158
USPQ 317, (CCPA1968); Inre Brown, 177 USPQ 691 (CCPA
1973); and White Consolidated, supra at B22.

In a iypical computer case, system components are often
represented in 2 “block diagram” format, i.e., a group of holiow
rectangles representing the elements of the system, functionally
fabelled and interconnected by lines. Such block diagram
computer cases may be categorized into 1) systems which
include but are more comprehensive than a computer and 2)
systems wherein the block elements are totally within the
confines of a computer.

BLOCK ELEMENTS MORE COMPREHENSIVE
THAN A COMPUTER

The first category of such block diagram cases involves
systems which include a computer as well as other system
hardware and/or software components. In order to meet his
burden of csiablishing a reasonable basis for questioning the
adequacy of such disclosure, the examiner should initiate a
factual analysis of the system by focusing o each of the
individual block element componente. More specifically, such
an inquiry should focus on the diverse functions attributed to
cach block element as well as the tcachings in the specification
as Lo how such a component could be implemented. If based on
such ananalysis, the examiner can reasonably contend thatmorc
than routine cxperimentation would be required by one of
ordinary skill in the art to implement such a component or
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. coniponents, thatcomp(mentcrcomponcms should specifically o
" bcchallengcdby t.hee‘.:v(ammerzewparmf'l 35US.C. 112, first o

paragmph rejectlon Addmonally, the examinér should deter-

mine whether certain of the hardwaré or software components
depncted as 'block elements are themselves compléx assem-

blages which have widely differing characteristics and which
mustbepreclsely coordinated with other complex assemblages.

Under such’circomstances, a reasonable basis may exist for
chalienging such a fonctional block diagram form of disclosure.

See In re Ghiron, supra, In re Brown, supra Moreover, even if
the applicant hos cited prior art patents or publications w0
demonstrate that particular block diagram hardware or software
components are old, it should not always be considered as self
evident how such components are to be interconnected to
function in a disclosed complex manner. See In re Scarbrough,
supra, at 301 and /nre Forman, 175 USPQ 12, 16 (CCPA 1972).
Furthermore, in complex systems including a digital computer,
a microprocessor, or a complex control unit as one of many
block diagram elements, timing between various system
clements may be of the essence and without a timing chart
relating the timed sequences for each element, an unreasonable
amount of work may be required to come up with the detailed
relationships an applicant alleges that he has solved. See In re
Scarbrough, supra at 302.

For example, in a block diagram disclosure of a complex
claimed system which includes a microprocessor and other
system components controlled by the microprocessor, 2 mere
reference toa prior art, commercially available microprocessor,
without any description of the precise operations to be per-
formed by the microprocessor, fails to disclose how such a
microprocessor would be properly programmed to either per-
form any required calculations or to coordinate the other system
components in the proper timed sequence to perform the func-
tions disclosed and claimed. If, in such a system, a particular
program is disclosed, such a program should be carefully
reviewed toinsure thatits scope is commensurate with the scope
of the functions attributed to such a program in the claims. See
Inre Brown, supra at 695. If the disclosure fails 10 disclose any
program and if more than routine experimentation would be
required of one skilled in the art to gencrate such a program, the
examiner clearly would have areasonable basis for challenging
the sufficiency of such a disclosure. The amount of experimen-
tation that is considered routine will vary depending on the facts
and circumstances of individual cases. No exact numerical
standard has been fixed by the courts, but the “amount of
required experimentation must, however, be reasonable”
(White Consolidated, Supra, at 963. One court apparently found
that the amount of experimentation involved was reasonabie
where a skilled programmer wag able to write a general com-
puter program, implementing an einbodiment form, within four
hours. (Hirschfield, Supra, at 279 ct seq.). On the other hand,
another court found that, where the required period of experi-
mentation for skifled programmers to develop a particular
program would run to 1 1/2 to 2 man) ycars, this would be “a
clearly unreasonable requirement” (White Consolidated, supra

at 963).
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BLOCK ELEMENTS WITHIN A COMR
The sccond category of olock dnagram cases occurs most

combmatmn of block elemems xs lotally within the conﬁnes of
a computer, there being no mterfacmg with extemal apparatus
other than normal input/output devices. In some instances, ithas
been found that.particular kinds of block diagram: disclosures
were sufficient to meet the enabling requirement of 35US.C.
112, first paragraph. See Inre Knowlton, 178 USPQ486 (CCPA
1973), In re Comsiock and Gilmer, 178 USPQ 616 (CCPA
1973). Most significantly, however, in both the Comstock and
Knowlton cases, the decisions turned on the appellanis’ disclo-
sure of 1) a reference to and reliance on an identified prior art
computer system and 2) an operative computer program for the
referenced prior art computer system. Moreover, in Knowlton
the disclosure was presented in such a detailed fashion that the
individual program’s steps were specifically interrelated with
the operative structural elements in the referenced prior art
computer system. The Court in Knowlton indicating that the
disclosure did not merely consist of a sketchy explanation of
flow diagrams or a bare group of program listings together with
a reference to a proprictary computer in which they might be
run. The disclosure was characterized as going into consider-
able detail into explaining the interrelationships between the
disclosed hardware and software elements. Under such circum-
stances, the Court considered the disclosure to be concise as
well as full, clear and exact o a sufficient degree to satisfy the
literal language of 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph. It must be
emphasized that because of the significance of the program
listing and the reference to and reliance on an identified prior art
computer system, absent cither of these items, a block element
disclosure within the confines of a computer should be scruti-
nized in precisely the same manner as the first category of block
diagram cases discussed above.

Regardless of whether a disclosure involves block elemenis
more comprehensive than a computer or block elements totally
within the confines of a computer, the examiner, when analyz-
ing method claims, must recognize that the specification must
veadequateto teach how to practice the claimed method. If such
practice requircs particular apparatus, it is axiomatic that the
application must therefore provide a sufficient disclosure of that
apparatus if such isnotafready available. See fnre Ghiron, supra
at727 and [1re Gunn, 190 USPQ402,406 (CCPA 1976). When
the examiner questions the adequacy of computer system or
computer programming disclosures, the examiner's reasons for
finding the specification to be non-enabling should be sup-
ported by the record as a whole, In this regard, it is also essential
for the cxaminer toreasonably challenge evidence submitted by
the applicant. For example, itt In re Naquin, supra, an affiant’s
statcment unchatlenged by the examiner, that the average
computer programmer was familiar with the subroutine neces-
sary for performing the claimed process, was held 1o be a
statement of fact which rendered the examiner’s rejection
bascless. In other words, unless the examiner presents a reason-
able basis for challenging the disclosure in view of the record as
awhole,a35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraphrejection in acomputer
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“of Lhe programs of the contmller “The Court qumed extensrvely
from the Examiner's Officc Acuons and Examiner’s Answerin
itsopinion whereit was apparent that the Examiner consistenitiy
‘argtied that the disclosure was' ‘merely'a broad’ system dragram

mputs rpmgrammmgmscwﬂf mtbesustamed on
i e Naquin, supra, ln re Moreham‘e and ‘Bolton,
192, USPQ 29 32 (CCPA 1976). ,

" While no specific umversally apphcahle mle exxsrs for
'necogmzmg an insufficiently- disclosed application involving
computer programs, an examining guideline to generally follow
is to challenge the sufficiency of such disclosures which fail o
include either the computer program itself or a reasonably
detailed flowchart which delineates the sequence of operations
the program must perform. In programming applications whose
software disclosure only includes a flowchart, as the complexity
of functions and the genemhty of the individual components of
the flowchart increase, the basis for challenging the sufficiency
of such a flowchart becomes more reasonable because the
likelihood of more than routine experimentation being required
1o generate a working program from such a flowchart also
increases.

As stated earlier, once an examiner has advanced a reason-
able basis or presented evidence to question the adequacy of a
computer system or computer programming disclosure, the
applicant must show that his or her specification would enable
one of ordinary skill in the art to make and use the claimed
invention without resorting 10 undue experimentaticii. in most
cases, efforts to meet this burden involve submitting affidavits,
referencing prior art patents or technical publications, argu-
ments of counsel or combinations of these approaches

AFFIDAVIT PRACTICE (37 CFR 1.132)

In computer cases, affidavits must be critically analyzed.
Affidavit practice usually initially involves analyzing the skill
level and/or qualifications of the affiant, which should be of the
routineer in the art. When an affiant’s skill level is higher than
that required by the routineer for a particular application, an
examiner may challenge the affidavitsince it would not be made
by aroutineer in the art, and therefore would not be probative as
to the amount of experimentation required by a routineer in the
art to implement the invention. An affiant having a skill level or
qualifications above that of the routineer in the art wouldrequire
less experimentation to implement the claimed invention than
that for the routineer. Similarly, an affiant having a skill level or
qualifications below that of the routinesr in the art would require
more experimentation to implement the claimed invention than
that for the routineer in the art. In either situation, the standard
of the routineer in the art would not have been met.

In computer systems or programming cases, the problems
with a given affidavit, which relate to the sufficiency of disclo-
sure issue, generally involve affiants submitting few facts to
support their conclusions or opinions. Some affidavits may go
so far as to present conclusions on the ultimate legal question of
sufficiency. In re Brandstadter, Kienzle and Sykes, 179 USPQ
286 (CCPA 1973) illustrates the extent of the inquiry into the
factual basis underlying an affiant’s conclusions or opinions. In
Brandstadter, the invention concerned a stored program con-
troller (computer) programmed to control the storing, retrieving
and forwarding of messages in a communications system. The
disclosure consisted of broadly defined block diagrams of the
structure of the invention and no flowcharts or program listings
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in the form of labelled block diagrams along with statements of
amyriad of desired fesilts. Various affidavits were presented in

‘which'the affiants stated that all or some of the system circuit
elementsin the block diagrams were either wellknown'inthe art

or“could bé constructed” by the skilled designengineer, thatthe

“controller was capable of being programmed” to perform the

stated functions or results desired, and that the routineer in the
art “could design or construct or was able io program” the
system. The Court did consider the affiants’ statementsas being
some evidence on the ultimate legal question of enablement but
concluded that the statéements failed in their purpose since they
recited conclusions or opinions with few facts to support or
buttress these conclusions. With reference to the lack of a
disclosed computer program oreven a flow chart of the program
io control the message switching system, the record contained
no evidence as to the number of programmers needed, the
number of man-hours and the level of skill of the programmers
to produce the program required to practice the invention.

Itshould be noted also that itis not opinion evidence directed
to the ultimate legal question of enablement, but rather factual
evidence directed to the amount of time and effort and level of
knowledge required for the practice of the invention from the
disclosure alone which can be expected to rebut a prima facie
case of nonenablement. See Hirschfield v. Banner, Commis-
sioner of Patents and Trademarks, 200 USPQ 276,281 (D.D.C.
1978). It has also been held that where an inventor described the
problem to be solved to an affiant, thus enabling the affiant to
generate a computer program to solve the problem, such an
affidavit failed to demonstrate that the application alone would
have taughta person of ordinary skill in the art how to make and
use the claimed invention. See In re Brown, supra at 695. The
Court indicated that it was not factually established that the
applicant did not convey to the affiant vital and additional
information in their several meetings in addition to that set out
in the application. Also of significance for an affidavit to be
relevant to the determination of enablement is that it must be
probative of the level of skill of the routineer in the art as of the
time the applicant filed his application. See In re Gunn, supraat.
406. In this case each of the affiants stated what was known at
the time he exccuted the affidavit, and not what was known at
the time the applicant filed his application.

REFERENCING PRIOR ART DOCUMENTS

Earlier it has been discussed that citing in the specification
the commercial availability of an identified prior art computer
system is very pertinent to the issue of enablement. But in some
cases, this approach may not be sufficient to meet the
applicant’s burden. Merely citing in an affidavit extracts from
technical publications in order to satisfy the enablement re-
quirement is not sufficient if it is not made clear that a person
skilled in the art would know which, or what parts, of the cited
circuits could be used to construct the claimed device or how
they could be interconnected to act in combination to produce
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* would appear to be less critical where the circuit comprising
applicant’s system are. esseaually standard components com-

prising an identified prior ant computer system and a standard

device aaached thereto -

: Pnctanpatents are oftcn rehed on by apphcant.» to show tma
staxe of the art for purposes.:¢ of. enablcment. However, &mc
patents must have an issue date earlier than the cffecuve filing
date of the apphcauon under consideration. See In re Budnick,
190 USPQ 422, 424 (CCPA 1976). An analogous point was
made inJn re Gunn, supra where the court indicated that patems
issued after the filing date of the applicant’s application are not
evidence of subject matter known to any person skitled in the art
since their subject matter may have been known only (o the
patentzes and the Patent and Trademark Office.

Merely citing prior art patents to demonstrate that the
challenged components are old may not be sufficient proof
since, even if each of the enumerated devices or labelled blocks
in a block diagram disclosure were old per se, this would not
make it self-evident how each would be interconnected to
function in a disclosed complex combination manner. There-
fore, the specification in effect must set forth the integration of
the prior art, otherwise it is likely that undue experimentaticn,
or more than routine experimentation would be required o
implement the claimed invention. See In re Scarbrough, supra
at 301. The Court also noted that any ciied patents which are
used by the applicant to demonstrate that particular box diagram
hardware og software components are oid must be analyzed as
to whether such patents are germane (o the instant invention and
as to whether such components provide bettcr detail of disclo-
sure as to such components than an applicant’s own disclosure.
Also any patent or publication cited to provide evidence that a
particular programming technique is well known in the pro-
gramming art does not demonstrate that one of ordinary skill in
the art could make and use correspondingly disclosed program-
ming techniques unless both programming techniques are of
approximately the same degree or complexity. See In re
Enowlton, supra at 37 (CCPA 1974).

ARGUMENTS OF COUNSEL

Arguments of counsel may be effective in establishing that
an examiner has not properly met his or her burden or has
otherwise erred in his or her position. In these situations, an
examiner may have failed to set forth any basis for questioning
the adequacy of the disclosure or may have not considered the
whole specification, including the drawings and the written
description. However, it must be emphasized that arguments of
counsel alone cannot take the place of evidence in the record
once an examiner has advanced a reasonable basis for question-
ing the disclosure, See In re Budnick, supra at, 424;/n re
Schulze, 145 USPQ 716 (CCPA 1965); and In re Cole, 140
USPQ 230 (CCPA 1964). For example, in a case where the
record consisted substantially of arguments and opinions of
applicant’s attomey, the Court indicated that factual affidavits
could have provided important evidence on the issue of enable-
ment. See Inre Knowlton, supra at, 37 and In re Wiseman, 201
USPQ 658 (CCPA 1979).<
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2120 The Statutory Bars of “Pubhc Use?”..
_and “On Sale” (35 U.S.C lOZ(b)) iR-

35U. S C' 102(b) “A person shalI be entul Lo apa :

__ e
" (bythei invention was'. .. in- pubhc use'er oft sa!.. in'this country,
more than one year prior & the date of Lhe app‘ 1canon for patent in the
United States * * #.*- .- . : : :
IN”-IRODUCT.ION
The legal standards applied in judicial decisions ‘treating
public use and on sale issues lack uniformity. Whatever may be
advanced as a reason for this lack of uniformity, the Patent and
Trademark Office is still confronted with the pragmatics of 37
CFR 1.56 (>MPEP< Chapter 2000) and the * active participa-
tion of “protestors” (>MPEP< Chapter 1900) in the patent
examination process. One result has been the growing signifi-
cance of public use and on sale issues to patent examiners.
The Office is mindful that public use and on sale questions
*“‘encompass . . . an infinite variety of factual situations
which, when viewed in terms of the policies underlying §
102(b), present an infinite variety of legal problems wholly

unsuited to mechanically-applied, technical rules.” Philco
Corp. v. Admiral Corp., 131 USPQ 413, 419 (D.Del. 1961)

However, notwithstanding an infinite variety of facteal
situations, there are still decisions to be made by examiners
regarding the particuiar view to adopt or the particular legal
decision or decisions to follow in any one of the many facets of
>35 U.S.C.< 102{b) activity.

Accordingly, guidance in this area is offered, short of
“mechanically-applied, technical 1ules”, so that patent appli-
cantsand examiners have acommon reference point from which
to foster uniformity and consistency of decision, at least within
the framework of the patent examination process.

2121 General Overview [R-6]

THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PUBLIC USE
AND ON SALE ACTIVITY

“Public use” and “on sale” activities are often referred to
interchangeably. Although these activities have much in com-
mon, each has certain attributes which stand alone and relate to
differing policy considcrations. Dart Industriesv. EJ. duPont de
Nemours & Co., 179 USPQ 392, 396 (7th Cir. 1973).

For example, there may be a public use of an invention
absent any sales activity. Likewise, there may be a non-public,
e.g., “secret”, sale or offer to sell an invention which neverthe-
less constitutes a statutory bar. Hobbs v. United States, 171
USPQ 713, 720 (5th Cir. 1971),

In similar fashion, not all “public use” and “‘on sale” activi-
ties will necessarily occasion the identical result. Although both
activities affect how an inventor may use an invention prior to
the filing of a patent application, “non/commercial” >35
U.S.C.~ i02(b) activity may not be viewed the same as similar
“commercial” activity. Likewise, “public use” activity by an
applicant may not be considered in the sam & aght as similar
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'I'HE POLICY CONSIDERATIONS :

A basu: pohcy consndcrauon underlymg >35 U S C <
102(b) permits an inventor a one year grace period to finish his
>or her< inventive work in order to avoid the filing of a patent
application before his >or her< invention is complete or
perfected. Gen'l Elec. Co. v. United States, 206 USPQ 260,272
(Ct. CL 1979). There is an additional policy against premature
“commercial exploitation”;

“T}tis 2 condition upon an inventor’s right to a patent that
he shall not explioit his discovery competitively after itis ready
for patenting; he must content himself with either secrecy, or
legal monopoly . . . [I}f he goes beyond [the one year grace]
period . . . he forfeits his right [io a patent] regardiess of how
little the public may have learned about the invention . .
Metallizing Eng’ g Co. v. Kenyon Bearing and Auto Parts Co.,
68 USP(Q 54, 58 (2d Cir. 1946) (emphasis supplied).

ACTIVITY BY ONE OTHER THAN AN APPLICANT

Public use or on sale activity of an invention, by anyone,
with or without the consent or knowledge of a patent applicant
claiming that invention, may constitute a statutory bar to that
applicant under >35 U.S.C.< 102(b). Electric Storage Battery
Co. v. Shimadzu, 307U.8. 5, 19-20 (1939); Andrews v. Hovey,
123 U.S. 267, 275 (1887); Lorenz v. Colgate-Palmolive Peet
Co., TT1USPQ 138, 144 (3d Cir. 1948). Thus, a publicly used or
sold invention of one other than an applicant may be “prior art”
to that applicant Gen'l Elec. Co. v. United States, 206 USPQ
260, 272 (Ct. CL. 1979), assuming the other requisites of >35
U.8.C.< 102(b) are present. See generally SMPEP< § 2124.
However, in the case of public use activity by a party other than
an applicant, and, absent evidence of a fiduciary or contractual
relationship between the applicant and the “other party” (sce
Smith and Griggs Mfg. Co. v. Sprague, 123 U.S. 249, 257
(1887), the relevant inquiry is the exfeni that the public becomes
“informed” of an invention from such public use activity.
Metallizing Eng’ g Co. v. Kenyon Bearing and Auto Parts Co.,,
68 USPQ 54, 58 (2d Cir, 1946). This inquiry into the extent that
the public becomes informed is not of initial concem to the
examiner, since a prima facie case of public use (>MPEP< §
2124y may be established regardiess of the “source” of >35
1J.8.C.< 102(b) activity. Electric Storage Battery Co., supra.
The burden to overcome the prime facie case in this regard rests
with an applicant (>MPEP< § 2124).

The extent that the public becomes “informed’ of an inven-
tion invoived in public use activity by one other than an
applicant depends upon the factual circumstances surrounding
the activity. By way of example only, in an allegedly “secret”
use by a party other than an applicant, if a large number of the
employees of such a party, who arc not under a promise of
secrecy, are permitted unimpeded access to an invention, with
affirmative steps by the party to educate others as to the nature

21009

hon Corp. .

JSF 54(D;M8; 1968),,',5-

Even if pubhc use actmty by one other than an apphcant is

_not sufﬁcxenﬂy "mformmg there may be. adequate grounds
‘»'upon ‘which to baséa rejecnon under >35 US.C< 102(0 and
102(g). Sec Dunlop Holdings v. Ram Go{f Corp 188 USPQ

481 (Tth Cir. 1975).
2122 Preliminary Handling [R-6]

HOW THE QUESTIONS MAY ARISE

Questions involving >35 U.S.C.< 102(b) activity may
arise during the patent examination process in a number of
ways. An applicant or his >or her< appointed representative
may raise the questions in compliance with the “duty of disclo-
sure” responsibilities of 37 CFR 1.56 (>MPEP< Chaptcr 2000).
One other than an applicant may present the questions: »y filing
a protest under 37 CFR 1.291(a), 1.291(b) (>MPEP< Chapter
1900), or by petitioning for institution of public use proceedings
under 37 CFR 1.292 (>MPEP< § 720). Additionally, the ques-
tions may become manifest from a Recommendation of the
Board of Patent >Appeals and< Interferences (37 CFR 1.659) or
from an interference record itself, e.g., a specific finding that an
actual reduction to practice occurred more than one year prior to
the filing date of an application, coupled with evidence of
related commercial exploitation. Regardless of how the ques-
tions arise, the examiner must review thoroughly all the evi-
dence of record before formulating a possible rejection of
claimed subject matter under >35 U.S.C.< 102(b).

When questions of public use or on sale activity occurina
reissue application, the facts presented may raise issues relative
to compliance with the “duty of disclosure” (37 CFR 1.56;
>MPEP< Chapter 2000) during the pendency of the original
patent. See /n re Alienpohl, 198 USPQ 289 (Comm. Pat, 1976),
aff d., Altenpohl v. Diamond, (D.D.C. 1980).

AFFIDAVIT OR DECLARATION UNDER 37 CFR 1.131

Affidavits or declarations submitted under 37 CFR 1.131 to0
swear behind a reference (>MPEP<§ 715.07) may constitute,
among other things, an admission that an invention was “com-
plete” (>MPEP<§ 2125.01) more than one year before the filing
of an application. In re Foster, 145 USPQ 166, 173 (CCPA
1965); Dart Industries v. EI, duPont de Nemours & Co., 179
USPQ 392, 396 (7th Cir. 1973).

REQUIREMENT FOR INFORMATION

As an aid to the examiner in resolving public use or on sale
issues, an applicant may be required to answer specific ques-
tions posed by the examiner and to explain or supplement any
cvidence already of record: 35 U.S.C. 132, 37 CFR 1.104(b);
regarding reissue applications, sce >37 CFR< 1.175(b). Qucs-
tions can be posed to a protestor only where the protestor has
access and protestor’s participation in the application began
prior to December 8, 1981 (see >MPEP<§ 1901.05). Informa-
tion sought should be restricted to that which is reasonably
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: necessaty for the exammertormderadecns' on patemabﬂ:ty

‘examiner for any response 1o the Tequirement, unléss the re-

‘quirement is a part of an Off’we action havmg a shonened
‘statutory penod in which case the penod for response to the

‘Office action will apply also to the requirement. If an applicant

~ fails torespond inatimely fashionto areqmrement formfoma-
tion, the application will be regarded as abandoned, 35US.C.
133.

2123 Forms of Evidence [R-6]

Evidence and/or information submitted to examiners with
regard to >35 U.S.C.< 102(b) activity may take the form of
affidavits; declarations: depositions; answers tointerrogatories;
exhibits; transcripts of hearings or trials; stipulations; docu-
ments containing offers for sale, orders, invoices, receipts,
delivery schedules; etc. Regardless of the form in which such
evidence and/or information is submitted, examiners must re-
solve any related evidentiary issues of authenticity and proba-
tive value,

AUTHENTICITY AND PROBATIVE VALUE

Each item of >35 U.S.C.< 102(b) evidence must be evalu-
ated by examiners with respect to both authenticity and the
weight it should be accorded, i.e., probative value. Evidence in
this regard submitted by an applicant which is adverse to his
interests, i.e., not favorable to patentability, comstitutes an
implicit admission that such evidence is authentic, unless stated
affirmatively tothe contrary by the applicant. On the other hand,
each item of submitted evidence favorable to patentability must
be reviewed critically by the examiner for authenticity and
probative value, bearing in mind the “uncompromising duty of
candor and good faith” owned by an applicant to the Office with
respect to such a submission and any representations made
relative thereto: 37 CFR 1.56; >MPEP< Chapter 2000. Of
course, affidavits or declarations identifying the source of each
item of evidence and explaining its relevance and meaning
would be helpful. However, despite such identifying affidavits
or declarations, the examiner should note that even an
applicant’s good faith adverse testimony in this regard may be
of Iittle weight against substantial evidence to thecontrary: Inre
Theis, 204 USPQ 188, 193 (CCPA 1979); Robbins Co. v.
Lawrence Mfg. Co., 178 USPQ 577, 581 (9th Cir. 1973).

If the authenticity of documentary evidence is contested by
an applicant, or if alleged public use or on sale activity is by one
other than an applicant or his >or her< assignee, the appropriate
vehicle for determining >35 U.5.C.< 102(b) questions may be
a public use proceeding under 37 CFR 1.292 (>MPEP<§ 720).

REQUIREMENT FOR INFORMATION

As an aid to resolving issues of authenticity, as well as to
other related matters of >35 U.S.C.< 102(b) activi*v, an appli-
cant may be required to answer specific questions posed by the
examiner and to explain or supplement any evidence already of
record: 35 U.S.C. 132, 37 CFR 1.104 (b); regarding reissue
applications, see >37 CFR< 1.175 (b). Information sought
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sho Idbere tricted to th twh' his reasonably necessary for the

one or | me ’penod should be set’ by thc
examiner for any respcmse 0 the requlrement unless the re-
quirement is a part of an Office action having a shortened
siatutory period, in. which case the period for response to the
Office action will apply also to the requirement. If an applicant
fails to respond in a timely fashion to a requirement for informa-
tion, the application wnll be regarded as abandoned 35 U. S C.
133,

2124 Determination of the Primé Facie
Case [R-6] '

PREPONDERANCE V. CLEAR AND CONVINCING

Upon resolution of any evidentiary issues of anthenticity
and/or probative value (>MPEP< § 2123), the examiner must
first determine whether there is a “prima facie case” under 35
U.S.C. 102(b): In re Dybel, 187 USPQ 593, 598 (CCPA 1975);
In re Blaisdell, 113 USPQ 289, 293 (CCPA 1957). In order to
make this determination, the examiner must ascertain if the 35
U.S.C. 102(b) evidence appears to be sufficient in the absence
of rebuttal evidence: Inre Lintner, 173 USPQ 560, 562 (CCPA
1972); In re Freeman, 177 USPQ 139, 142 (CCPA 1973).

Many judicial decisions have articulated varying statements
in litigation regarding the standard of proof necessary to over-
come the statutory presumption of validity (35U.S.C. 282)after
apatentissues. See Hobbs v. United States, 171 USPQ 713,717-
18 (5th Cir. 1971). However in the examination of an applica-
tion before a patent issues, the standard by which the examiner
should be guided is the “preponderance of the evidence test”,
that is, it is more likely than not from the evidence of record that
>35 US.C.< 102(b) activity was present. See Dickstein v.
Seventy Corp., 187 USPQ 138, 139-40 (6th Cir. 1975), cert.
denied, 423 U.S. 1055 (1976); Bergsirom v. Sears, Roebuck &
Co., 199 USPQ 269,276 (D). Minn. 1978). This test is essentially
synonymous with the standards enunciated in Lintner and
Freeman, supra. In this regard, the examiner is reminded that an
application of doubtful patentability should not be allowed
unless and until issues pertinent to such doubt have been raised
and overcome in the course of examination and prosecution,
>MPEP< § 706.

Thus, if the examiner determines that a prima facie case
exists, arejection under »>35 U.S.C.< 102(b) should be made. In
response 1o this rejection, it is incumbent upon an applicant to
come forward with “objective evidence”: In re Rinehart, 189
USPQ 143, 147 (CCPA 1976); Inre Fielder, 176 USPQ 300,302
(CCPA 1973) to >rebut or overcome<**, the prima facie case.
Rebuttal evidence is submitted to contradict or disprove the
prima facie case. For example, an applicant may seek to show
that alleged >35 U.S.C.< 102(b) activity (1) took place within
the one ycar grace period (>MPEP< § 2126), or (2) was not
“public”, in the case of “public use” activity (>MPEP< §
2125.02). Contrasted to this is ¢videace alleging ** “experi-
mental use” (>MPEP< § 2128.01), where the existence of the
primafaciecaseis **>denicd since as advanced by applicant the
circumstances attending >35 U.S.C.< 102(b) activity were in
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_fi more, evxdeuce of publlc use activity- by- one olher ihan an
B,apphcam may. also ccmsmute sufﬁcxent grounds to support a -

' g:N

K exammershould not be concemed mmaHy thh **>aﬂegamns

max the pubhc use actmty is perm:senble since. it involves

~msmg,expenmcnmuon etc. vadenccofpermlmbl«conduct

‘becomes relevant only after the establishment of the prima facie

_case, when the burden shifts to an applicant to show ** by clear
and -convincing evidence >, that the use is expenmemal or
otherwise the type of activity permitted. under 35 U.S.C.
102(b).</nre Dybel, 187USPQ 593,598 (CCPA 1975); Strong
v. Ger’l Electric Co., 168 USPQ 8, 9 (5th Cir. 1970); >MPEP<
§ 2128, This does not mean, of course, that *>permitted<
conduct should be overlooked entirely in evaluating evidence of
>35U.S.C.< 102(b) activity. However, before the evidence that
such conduct was *>permitted< is scrutinized by the examiner,
the initial step of determining the existence of the prima facie
case must be taken. **

Determination by the examiner of the existence of a prima
Jacie case must also be made in light of the different aspects of
“public use”, “on sale”, and activity by one other than an
applicant; as well as the import of evidence of “commercial
exploitation”, >MPEP< § 2121,

Documentary evidence is normally presented with respect
to the prima facie case. However, testimony alone, if convinc-
ing and corroborated, may be sufficient. Anderson Co.v. Trico
Products Corp., 122 USPQ 52 (24 Cir. 1959). In the context of
the patentexamination process, testimony may take the form of
depositions, interrogatories, court transcripts or other similar
evidence. See >MPEP< § 2123 for a discussion of the related
problems of authenticity and probative value. Although testi-
mony of an applicant’s subjective intent may be probative if
adequately corroborated, it is of litile weight against substantial
evidence to the contrary: In re Theis, 204 USPQ 188, 193
(CCPA 1979); Robbins Co. v. Lawrence Mfg. Co., 178 USPQ
577, 581 (9th Cir. 1973) >Jn re Smith and McLaughlin, 218
USPQ 976, 983 (Fed. Cir. 1983)<.

ESTABLISHING PRIMA FACIE CASE

The principal inquiry with respect to the prima facie case
(>MPEP< §§ 2125-2127) will cause the examiner to determine
from the evidence: (1) exactly what was in public use or on sale
in the United States; (2) when public use or on sale activity took
piace; and (3) whether any pending claims are anticipated by
what was found to be in public use or on sale,

With regard to (3) dircctly above, even if some or all of the
claims of an application are not deemed by the examiner 1o be
anticipated by an invention found to have been in public use or
on sale, a claimed invention must also be considered with
respecttoobviousness: Inre Foster, 145 USPQ 166, 174 (CCPA
1965); In re Corcoran, 208 USPQ 867,870 (CCPA 1981); Inre
Kaslow, 217 USPQ 1089 (Fed. Cir. 1983). A rejection may be
based upon the obviousncss of claimed subject matter in view of
4 >35 U.8.C.< 102(b) invention, since such an invention be-
comes part of the prior art for purposcs of >35 U.5.C.< 103:
Timely Products Corp. v. Akron, 187 USPQ 257,267 (2d Cir.
1975); n re Kaslow, 217 USPQ 1089 (Fed, Cir, 1983;. Further-
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5 '(’32(0, or IGE(g) SeeDunlopHoldmgsv Ram Gut’j Corp 188

USPQ 481 (7th Cir, . 1975). .

2128 Determination of What Was in Public
: Use or on Sale in th_e _United States

In order to determine what was in public use or on sale the
examiner must 100k to the primary components of the prima
facie case, i.e., “the invention [which] was . . . in public use or
on sale in this country . ., .”. 35 U.S.C. 102(b).

2125.01 “The Invention” [R-6]

35 U.S.C. 102(b). “A person shall be entitled to a patent unless—

% %k %

(b) the invention was. . . in public use or on sale in this country,
more than one year prior to the date of the application for patent in the
United States * * «.

“THE INVENTION” GENERALLY

As a general proposition, an invention cannot be considered
in public use or on sale until it has been reduced “to a reality”,
ie., until a working model or prototype has been made. In re
Theis, 204 USPQ 188, 193 (CCPA 1979); Hobbs v. United
States, 171 USPQ 713,720 (5th Cir. 1971). Many courts equate
reduction “to areality” with an “actual” reduction to practice, as
that test is normally used in interference proceedings, 35 U.S.C.
102(g). Reduction to practice in this context usually requires
testing under actual working conditions in such a way as to
demonstrate the practical utility of an invention for its intended
purpose beyond the probability of failure, unless by virtue of the
very simplicity of an invention its practical operativeness is
clear, Field v. Knowles, 86 USPQ 373, 379 (CCPA 1950);
Steinberg v. Seitz, 186 USPQ 209,212 (CCPA 1975). >But see
UMC Electronics Company v. United States, 228 USPQ 396
(U.S. Cls. Ct. 1985), where the court concluded that reduction
to practice is not an absolute requirement of the on-sale bar.<

Although the test of an “actual” reduction to practice may be
applicable to >35 U.S.C.< 102(b) activity, as where the nature
of a particular invention requires development over a consider-
able period of time (In re Josse-rand, 89 USPQ 371 (CCPA
1951)), the better test is whether or not an invention is “com-
plete.” SeealsoGen'l Elec. Co.v. United States,206 USPQ 260,
271 (Ct. CL. 1979) >and Barmag Barmer Maschinenfabrik v.
Murata Machinery Ltd., 221 USPQ 561 (Fed. Cir. 1984). In
Barmag the Court found that since each element of the claimed
invention is embodied in the device placed in public use or on
sale then the invention was complete at that time (note page 566
of the decision in Barmag)<.

The test for “completeness” of an invention is basically a
matter of cvaluating the subjective intent of an inventor, as
manifested by the objective factual circumstances surrounding
the development of the invention. However, an inventor’s
testimony alone with regard to such intent may be of litde
weight against substantial cvidence to the contrary. In re Theis,
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Mfg Co., 178USPQ 57‘7 581 (9thC1r 1973} Smccthctmt for
“cmnpleteness is oﬁensomtxmately relatedtome**>quesuon

" of experimental use< andits comporient parts, the examiner
shoald also refer to >MPEP< § 2128.01 in this regard.

~ THE “COMPLETE” IN VEN"FION

The nature of many mvennons is "uch tha1 an “actual”
reduction to practice prior to the filing of a patent application
ngver takes place. For inventions of this nature, the filing of the
application serves as a “constructive” reduction to practice of
the invention, >MPEP< § 715.07. Although there may be no
reduction “to a reality” in this situation, objective factors are

identifiable to indicate the degree of confidence and certainty -

which an inventor has in the nature, usefulness, and operability
of his >or her< invention, i.e., whether or not the invention is
“complete”. Philco Corp.v.Admiral Corp.,131USPQ413,430
{D. Del. 1961). For example, where the evidence establishes
that aninventor’s confidence in an invention is shared by a party
10 whom the inventor has shown specific drawings, which in
wrmn precipitated initial commercial activity relative to the
invention by the other party, “completeness™ is present.
Langsettv. Marmet Corp., 141 USPQ903,910-11 (W.D. Wisc.
1964). However, where parties enter into a contract to construct
a device to meet certain performance factors, “completeness”
may not be present until there is reasonable agreement that the
performance factors have in fact beer met.

Even if an invention has been reduced “to a reality”, the
invention is not necessarily “complete” unless one would know
how the invention would work upon installation, In re Dyiel,
187 USPQ 593, 598 (CCPA 1975). Such knowledge is not
synonymous with a lack of any expectation of “problems” upon
installation, as long as the “problems”are not due to “fundamen-
tal defects” in the invention. In re Theis, 204 USPQ 188, 195n.
11 (CCPA 1979); Nar'l Biscuit Co. v. Crown Baking Co., 42
USPQ 214, 215 (1st Cir. 1939).

The entire question of “completeness” may be mooted,
hiowever, where an affidavit or declaration is submitted by an
applicant under 37 CFR 1.131 to swear behind a reference,
>MPEP<« §715. Suchan affidavit or declaration may constitute,
among other things, an admission that an invention was “com-
plete” more than one year before the filing of an application. /n
re Foster, 145 USPQ 166, 173 (CCPA 1965); Dart Industries v.
E.1. duPont de Nemours & Co., 179 USPQ 392, 396 (7th Cir.
1973).

2125.02 “In Public Use” [R-6]

35 U.S.C. 102(b).

“A person shall be entitled to 2 patent unless — * # ¢ (b) the
invention was , .. in public use or on sale in this country, more than one
vear prior {0 the date of the application for patent in the [faited States

&5 & ""
The phrasc “in public use” is often referred o in its entirety,

without carcful delineation between its corponent parts —
“publ!c” y; nd llugc
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The “psbhc aspect of “pubhc use” wouldseem to connote
some- nmpaﬂauon of Imowledge 10 the pubhc regardmg the

’workmgs of an invention. Accordmgly, there isa ‘pubhc use”
“of an’ invention when it is used by the pubhc (Pennock V.

Dialogue,27U.S. 1 (1829)) or by an inventor himself in public

(City of Elizabeth v. American Ntcholson Pavement Co., 97

,,,,,

the meamng of the statutory terms. Egbert v. Lippmann; 104
U.S. 333,336 (1881). >Mere knowledge of the invention by the
public does not warrant rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(b), as
stated in T.P. Laboratories, Inc. v. Professional Positions, Inc.
220 USPQ 577, 581 {Fed. Cir. 1984), however such public
knowledge may provide grounds for rejection under 35 U.S.C.
102(a)<.

However, an invention does not have to be “knowingly”
exposed to the public in order to constitute a public use. There
isa“‘public use” within the meaning of >35 U.S.C.< 102(b) even
though by its very nature an invention is completely hidden from
view as part of a larger machine or article, if the invention is
otherwise used in public in its natural and intended way. Hall v.
Macneale, 107U.8.90,96-97 (1882); InreBlaisdell, 113USPQ
289, 292 (CCPA 1957).

“Public” is not necessarily synonymous with “non-secret”.
Accordingly, a “‘secret” ora “non-secret” use of an invention by
an inventor or his or her assignee in the ordinary course of a
business for trade or profit is a “public use” of the invention
(Manningv. Cape AnnlIsinglass & Glue Co.,108 U.S.462,465
(1983}), whether or not the invention could have been ascer-
tained by a member of the public as a result of that use
(Metallizing Eng’ g Co. v. Kenyon Bearing & Auto-Parts Co.,
68 USPQ 54, 58 (2d Cir. 1946)). In similar fashion any “nonse-
cret” use of an invention by one other than an inventor in the
ordinary course of abusiness for trade or profit may be a“public
use”, Bird Provisions Co. v. Owens Country Sausage, 197
USPQ 134, 138-40 (5th Cir. 1978). Additionally, even a ‘“‘se-
cret” use by one other than an inventor of a machine or process
to make a product is “public” if the details of the machine or
process are ascertainable by inspection or analysis of the prod-
ucithatis sold or publicly displayed, Gillman v. Stern, 46 USPQ
430 (2d Cir. 1940); Durlop Holdings v. Ram Golf Corp., 188
USPQ481,483-484 (7th Cir. 1975). However, a purely private
use of an invention by an inventor and his immediate family for
their own enjoyment and pleasure is not necessarily “public”.
Bergstromv. Sears, Roebuck & Co., 199 USPQ 269 (D. Minn.
1978).

2125.03 “On Sale” [R-6]

35 U.5.C. 102(b). “A person shall be entitled to a patent unless —

L

(b) the invention was . . . in public use or on sale in this country,
more than one year prior to the date of the application for patent in the
United States * * +."

Unlike questions of public use, there is no requirement that
“on sale” activity be “public”, Hobbs v. United States, 171
USPQ 713,720 (5th Cir. 1971). " Sccret” on sale activity is still
within the statutory terms,
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owner has knowlcdge that the sale actualiy mludes the inves-
tion (C.T.S. Corp. v. Electro Mat'ls., 202 USPQ 22, 38 (S.D.
N.Y. 1979)), or whether the sale is for profit (Strong. v. Gen'l
Elecmc Co., 168 USPQ 8, 12 (ﬁth Cu‘ 1970)) or conditional
(Henry v. Francestown Soap-S:one Co‘ F. 78 (CCNH.
1880)). Furthermore, the sale of even a smgle device may
constitute a statutory bar. Consolidated Fruit-Jar Co.v. Wright,
941U.5.92,94 (1876); Inre Thezs, 204 USPQ 188, 192 (CCPA
1979). ; :
Anoutright sale of an invention isnot theonly act within the
ambit of >35 U.S.C.< 102b). Since the statute creates a bar
when an invention is placed “on sale”, a mere offer to sell is
sufficient commercial activity (/nre Theis,204 USPQ 188,192
(CCPA 1979); Akron Brass Co. v. Elkhart Brass Mfg. Co., 147
USPQ 301, 305 (7th Cir. 1965); Gen'l Elec. Co. v. United
States,206,USPQ 260,271 (Ct. CL. 1979),even though the offer
is never actually received by a prospective purchaser (Wende v.
Horine, 225 F. 501 {(7th Cir. 1915)). While some cases >have
followed<* what has been termed the “on-hand doctrine” (see,
E.G.,McCreeryEng’ g Co.v.Mass.Fan Co., 195F.498 (1st Cir.
1912)), this doctrine is not followed by the Office. >The “on
hand” doctrine is referred to by the Court in Barmag (supra at
565) as being “... no more than a factor to be taken into
consideration.”< Thus, actual delivery or present ability to
deliver commercial quantities of an invention is not a prerequi-
site to a prima facie case under >35 U.S.C.< 102(b), Johns-
Manville Corp. v. Certain-Teed Corp., 146 USPQ 152, 157
(C.D. Cal. 1977).

SIGNIFICANT FACTORS INDICATIVE OF
“COMMERCIAL EXPLOITATION”

As discussed in >MPEP< § 2121, a policy consideration in
questions of >35 U.S.C.< 102(b) activity is premature “‘com-
mercial exploitation” of a “completed” invention (>MPEP< §
2125.01). The extent of commercial activity which constitutes
>35 U.S.C.< 102(b) “on sale” status is dependent upon the
circumstances of the activity — the basic indicator being the
subjective intent of the invemtor. However, because an
inventor’s intent may be manifested in a multitude of ways, no
one or particular combination of which is necessarily determi-
native of “commercial exploitation”, the following zctivities
should be used by the examiner as indicia of this subjective
intent:

(1) preparation of various contemporaneous *“commercial”
documents, e.g., orders, invoices, receipts, delivery schedules,
ete. (*MPEP< § 2123),

(2) preparation of price lists (Akron Brass v. Elkhart Brass
Mfg., 147 USPQ 301, 305 (7th Cir. 1965)) and distribuiion of
price quotations (Amphenol Corp. v. Gen'l. Time Corp., 158
USPQ 113, 117 (7th Cir. 1968));

(3) display of samples to prospective customers (Cataphote
Corp. v. DeSoto Chemical Coatings, 148 USPQ 527, 529 (9th
Cir. 1966); Chicopee Mfg. Corp. v. Columbus Fiber Mills Co.,
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118 USPQ 33, 65-67 (M D.Ga. 1958)); <0 B
- (4 demonistration-of models or prototypes (Gen’IElec Co
V. Umsed States,; 206:USPQ 250,266-67:(Ct. Cl. 1979); Red
Cross Mfg. v. Toro Sales Co., 188 USPQ 241, 244-45 (7th Cir.
1975Y; Phiico Corp.v. Admiral Corp.; 131 USPQ 413;429-30
(D.Del. 1361)), especially at trade conventions (Interroyal

Corp V. Szmmons Co., 204 USPQ 562, 563 65 (S.D. NY.

1979)), ‘and even ‘though no orders are ‘actually obtained
(Monogram Mfg.v. F. & H. Mfg..62 USPQ 409, 412 (91h Cir.

1944));

(Suse ofan mvemmn where an admlssxon fee is charged (In

re Josserand, 83 USPQ 371,376 (CCPA 1951); Greenewalt v.

Stanley, 12 USPQ 122 (3d Cir. 1931)); and

(6) advertising in publicity releases, brochures, and various
periodicals (/nre Theis,204 USPQ 188, 193 n.6 (CCPA 1979);
Interroyal Corp. v. Simmons Co., 204 USPQ 562, 564-66
(S.D.N.Y.1979); Akron Brassv. Elkhart Brass Mfg.,147TUSPQ
301, 305 (7th Cir.1965); Tucker Aluminum Products v. Gross-
man, 136 USPQ 244, 245 (9th Cir. 1963)).

The above activities may be determinative of “‘commercial
exploitation” even though (1) prices are estimated rather than
established, (2) no commercial production runs have been
made, and (3) the invention is never actually sold, Chromalloy
American Corp. v. Alloy Surfaces Co., 173 USPQ 295, 301-02
(D.Del. 1972).

2125.04 “In This Country” [R-6]

35 U.5.C. 102(b). “A person shall be entitled to a patent unless —
LR E

(b) the invention was. . . in public use or on sale in this country,
more than one year prior to the date of the application for patent in the
United States ® # «.”

For purposes of judging the applicability of the >35U.S.C.<
102(b) bars, public use or on sale activity must take place in the
United States. While the “on sale” bar does not generally apply
where both manufacture and delivery occur in a foreign country
(Gandy v. Main Belting Co., 143 1.S. 587, 593 (1892)), “on
sale” status can be found if “substantial activity prefatory to a
sale” occurs in the United States. Robbins v. Lawrence Mfg.
Co.,178 USPQ 577,583 (9th Cir. 1973). An offer for sale, made
or originating in this country, may be sufficient prefatory
activity to bring the offer within the terms of the statuts, even
though sale and delivery take place in a foreign country. The
same rationale applies to an offer by a foreign manufacturer
which is communicated to a prospective purchaser in the United
States prior to the “critical date” (*"MPEP< § 2126.01) C.T'S.
Corp. v. Piker Int'l Corp., 201 USPQ 649 (7th Cir. 1979).

2126 Detern%'ination of When Public Use or
On Sale Activity Teok Place

In determining when public use or on sale activity took
place, the time period which must be considered is one year
before the filing date of an application.
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| ,1.1?6 01 “More Than One! Yéar Prioi to the

Date of the Application for: Patent
: m the Umted tates”" [R-G] Wit

" 3susc., 102(b) “p person. shall be enutled o apatem umless —
* * *

' ) the mvennon was ... in publx" use or. on sale xn t}us coumry.
more than one year prior to the date of the apphcmwn for pazent inthe
UnxtedStates*"*"", . .

The “critical date” for purposes of activity under 35US.C.
102(b) is one year prior to the effective filing date in the United
States of an application for patent. In computing the one year
period, the general rule of excluding the day on which the event
occurs applies. Regarding the termination point, 35 U.S.C. 21 s
dispositive. See >SMPEP< § 201.13; Ex parte Olah, 131 USPQ
41 (Bd. App. 1960).

Of course, an application for patent may be entitled to the
benefitof an earlier foreign filing date pursuantto the provisions
of 35U.5.C. 119, >MPEP< § 201.13. However, for purposes of
>35U.5.C.< 102(b), the “critical date” of an application claim-
ing the benefit of foreign priority is one year before the actual

filing date of the application in the United States, and not the
foreign priority date to which the application may be entitled. 35
U.S.C. 104, 119, first paragraph.

The determination of the “critical date” of an application for
purposesof >35U.S.C.< 102(b) is not always a matter of merely
looking to the application filing date. Continuing applications
filed under >35 U.S.C.< 120, especially continuation-in-pari
applications, require extra care in determining the earliest
effective filing date 1o which particular claimed subject matter
is entitled. See generally >MPEP< § 201.07.

LATE CLAIMING

Under certain circumstances, the filing date of an amend-
ment which includes subject matter found to have been in public
use or on saie can affect the determination of the “critical date”.
Thisisthe resultof Muncie Gear Works v. Qutboard Motor Co.,
315U.5.759,53 USPQ 1, 5 (1942), where the Court invalidated
claims because

“there was public use, or sale, of devices embodying the
asserted invention, . . . before it was first presented 1o the Patent
Office.” (Emphasis added.)

In invalidating the claims in question, the Court noted that

“the amendments of December 8, 1928, like the original
application, wholly failed to disclose the invention now as-
serted,” (Emphasis supplied.)

The above quotations from Muncie Gear should be, and
tnost often have been, read as merely involving anissue of “new
matter”, prohibited by what is now 35 U.S.C. 132, See Cardinal
of Adrian v. Peerless Wood Products, 185 USPQ 712, 715-16
(6th Cir. 1975); Faulkner v. Baldwin Piano & Organ Co., 195
USP(Q 410, 413-15 (Tth Cir, 1977); Chicopee Mfg. Corp. v.
Kendall Co., 129 USPQ 90, 93 (4th Cir. 1961); Azoplate Corp.
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iner should be guided by the “new matter” reading.
‘ MUSPQ 1086 1089 (Comm Pat. 1980)

e ‘where the mvennon has been connnuously dxsclosed in
) the apphcauon, an’ mtervemng publ ic use or sale pnor o tbe .
' elaxmmg of the mvenuon wxll not eonsumte a bar “

- ‘Thus mdetenmmng the* cnncal date” forall circumstanices
of >35 U.S.C.< 102() activity, the examiner should ascertain
the effective U.S. filing date to which specific claimed subject
ratter is entitled in view of the original disclosure, >MPEP< §§
201.07, 608.04. The date which particular subject matter was
“first claimed” in a given application is not determinative.

2127 Determination of Whether Any Pend-
ing Claims Are Anticipated by or Ob-
vious Over an Invention Found To Be
in Public Use or on Sale [R-6]

All pending claims of an application must be compared by
the examiner with the invention found to have been in public use
or on sale, If any one claim of the application is anticipated by
this invention, there is a prima facie case with respect to that
particular claim.

Evidence of public use activity by one other than an appli-
cantmay also constitute sufficient grounds to support arejection
of claimed subject matter under >35 U.S.C.< 102(a), 102(f), or
102(g). See Dunlop Holdings v. Ram Golf Corp., 188 USPQ
481 (7th Cir. 1975). Furthermore, even if some or all of the
claims of an application are not deemed by the examiner to be
anticipated by an invention found to have been in public use or
on sale, a claimed invention should also be considered with
respectto obviousness,fnre Foster, 145 USPQ 166,174 (CCPA
1965). A rejection may be based upon the obviousness of
claimed subject matter in view of a >35 U.§.C.< 102(b) inven-
tion, since such an invention becomes part of the prior art for
purposes of >35 U.S.C.< 103. Timely Products Corp. v. Akron,
187USPQ 257,267 (2d Cir. 1975). Thus,apublic use or placing
on sale under>35 U.S.C.< 102(b) is prior art which may support
anobviousnessrejection under>35U.S.C.< 103, eitheralone or
in combination with prior art or other information. See /n re
Concoran, 208 USPQ 867 (CCPA 1981); In re Kaslow, 217
USPQ 1089 (Fed. Cir. 1983).

2128 >Permitted Activity<* [R-6]

Once the examiner determines that a prima facie case exists,
a rejection under >35 U.S.C.< 102(b) should be made. As
discussed in>MPEP< § 2124, it is incumbent upon an applicant,
in response to this rejection, to come forward with “objective
evidence” (Inre Rinehart, 189 USPQ 143, 147 (CCPA 1976); In
re Fielderetal., 176 USPQ 300, 302 (CCPA 1973)) to **>rebut
or overcome< the primafacie case. Thus,evidence of *>permit-
ted< activity becomes relevant only after the establishment of
the prima facie case, when the burden shifts to an applicant o
show such activity by clear and convincing evidence. /n re
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-‘Dybel 187 USPQ 593 598" (CCPA 1975) Strong v GenI

“Eiectric Co 168USPQ3, 9(5th er-_1970) TN Barma the

D Coun granted SUmmary Judgment for the ‘deféndant s since a
‘~~pr.ma facie public use by plamﬂff ‘was shown and’ plamtlff
‘(Barmag) did not come forth with evxdence o rebut the prlma
facle case At page 568 of Barmag the Caurt states B

“In & ‘summary judgment ptoceedmg, f.'he patent’ owner

. need., of course, only appropriately put forth facts indicating an
ability to come forward with necessary evidence, D.L. Auld
Co.v.Chroma Graphic Corp.; T14 F 2d a1 1150,219 USPQ at

17.
Before the trial court and before this court Barmag was

unable to point to proffered evidence supporting an inference
that the offer for sale was for experimental purposes.”<

The basis for*>permitted< activity under >35 U.S.C.<
102(b) is >for example,< that a public use or sale was for
“ecxperimental” purposes.

2128.01 * Experimental Use* [R-6]

INTRODUCTION

Asageneral rule, a prima facie case under 35 U.S.C. 102(b)
cannot be found by the examiner unless an invention is “‘com-
plete”, >MPEP< § 2125.01. Experimental activity is quite often
conducted by an inventor to determine “completeness”, that is,
operability and/or usefulness, as well as to ascertain if further
modifications or refinements to an invention may be necessary.
However, (he extent of experimental activity permissible under
>35U.8.C.< 102(b) depends upon the nature of an invention and
the scope and circumstances of the particular activity con-
ducted, viewed in light of the subjective intent of an inventor,
and not the intent or motives of a prospective customer or
present user. fn re Theis, 204 USPQ 188, 193 (CCPA 1979);
ToolRsch. & Eng’ g Co. v. Honcor Corp., 145 USPQ 249,252
(8.D.Cal. 1964), aff' 4., 151 USPQ 236 (9th Cir. 1966), cert.
denied, 387 U.S. 915 (1967).

SIGNIFICANT FACTORS INDICATIVE OF AN
EXPERIMENTAL PURPOSE

Variousjudicial decisions haveenunciated “tests” whichare
considered indicative of experimental purpose. These “tests”
look to whether alleged * activity was “solely” experimental
(Dart Industries v. E.l. duPont de Nemowrs & Co., 179 USPQ
392, 397 n. 13 (7ih Cir. 1973)), “primarily” experimental
{(Robbins Co. v. Lawrence Mfg Co., 178 USPQ 577, 582 (9th
Cir. 1973)), or experimental fiom a “weighing of the motives”
of aninventor (Inre Yarn Processing Patent Validity Litigation,
183 USPQ65 (5th Cir. 1974)). Since these decisions all emanate
from the same source — City of Elizabeth v. American
Nicholson Pavement Co., 97 U.S. 126 (1878) — careful analy-
sis of that source is instructive.

TheCourtin City of Elizabeth found scveral factors persua-
sive of * experimental activity:

(a) the nature of the invention was such that any testing had
to be 1o some extent public;
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oy (w g had to bé fora substantzal pertod afum, o i
] testmg ydie : 5 o

' (dythe inventor regularly mspected the mvenuon durmg the

“period of éxperimentation,

Some lower court decisions have hlghhghted thelackof any
apparent “profit motive” in City of Elizabeth for the proposition
that tnie experimental’ activity cannot reveal any evidence of
profit. However, ‘bona fide expenmental activity may involve
some incidental income. In re Dybel, 187 USPQ 593,597 n. 5
(CCPA 1975). Of course, the extent and circumstances precipi-
tating the incidental income may be indicative of the bona fide
nature of the experimental activity.

Supreme Court decisions subsequent to City of Elizabeth
identify other significant factors which may be determinative of
experimental purgose:

(e) extent of any obligations or limitation placed on a user
during a period of experimcntal activity, as well as the extent of
an testing actually performed during such period (Egbert v.
Lippmann, 104 U.S. 333 (1881));

(£) conditional nature of any sale associated with experimen-
tal activity (Hall v. Macneale, 107 U.S., 90 (1882)); and

(g) length of time and number of cases in which experimen-
tal activity took place, viewed in light of what was reasonably
necessary for an alleged experimental purpose (/ns'l Tooth
Crown Co. v. Gaylord, 140 U.S. 55 (1891)).

Other judicial opinions have supplemented these factors by
looking to the extent of any:

(h) explicit or implicit obligations placed upon a user to
supply an inventor with the results of any testing conducted
during an experimental period and the extent of inquiry made by
the inventor regarding the testing (Robbins Co. v. Lawrence
Mfg. Co., 178 USPQ 577, 583 (9th Cir. 1973));

(i) disclosure by an inventor to a user regarding what the
inventor considers as unsatisfactory operation of the invention
({n re Dybel, 187 USPQ 593, 599 (CCPA 1975)); and

(j) effori on the pari of an inventor to retrieve any “experi-
menta! samples” at the end of an experimental period (Omark
Industries v. Carlion Co., 201 USPQ 825, 830 (D.Ore. 1978)).

Summarizing the above, once alleged experimental activity
is advanced by an applicant to *>explain< a prima facie case
under >35 U.S.C.< 102(b), the examiner must determine
whether the scope and length of the activity were reasonable in
terms of the experimental purpose intended by the applicant and
the nature of the subject matter involved. No one or particular
combination of “factors” (a) through (j) are necessarily determi-
natis 2 of this purpose.

In the case of “public use” activity, if the examiner finds
clear and convincing evidence of reasonableness, then any
profit or commercial advantage achicved as a result of experi-
menial activity may be viewed as merely incidental o the
primary purpose of experimentation. Smith & Griggs Mfg. Co.
v. Sprague, 123 U.S, 249, 256 (1887); In re Theis, 204 USPQ
188, 194, (CCPA 1979). On the other hand, in the case of “on
sale” activity, or of public use activity with commercial over-
tones, if the examiner finds that the circumstancesof any alleged
experimental activity went beyond what was reasonable, than
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.- the *>re1ecuon< would not. *>be overcome<. In these. latter

sitvations, the examiner shouldbe guxded by the “pmnanly for
‘experimental purpose” test of Robbins Co. ‘v..Lawrence Mfg.
Co.,178 USPQ 577, 582 (9th Cir. 1973); Inre Thezs, 204 USPQ

188, 194 (CCPA 1979). Accordmgly, alleged expenmental
activity in these latter situations . ,

must be so hxmled as not to interfere wnh the
effectuauon of the policy undeﬂymg the general rule of early
disclosure. An inventor may not be permitted to use aperiodof
experimentation as a competitive tool.” Koehring Co. v. Nat'l
Automatic Tool Co., 149 USPQ 887, 890 (7th Cir. 1966)

EXPERIMENTAL ACTIVITY SUBSEQUENT TO
“COMPLETION” OF AN INVENTION

Whether experimental activity can continue after an inven-
tion is “complete” (>MPEP< § 2125.01) is a matter of scrutiny
of the subjective intent of an inventor, viewed in light of the
objective factual circumstances surrounding the particular ac-
tivity.

Onice an invention passes out of the experimental stage and
becomes a “reality” for purposes of >335 1U.8.C.< 102(b), later
refinements or improvements will not ordinarily *>overcome<
the primafacie case. Inre Theis, 204 USPQ 188, 193-94 (CCPA
1979); Gould v. United Siates, 198 USPQ 156 (Ct. Cl. 1978).
Howegver, if an invention requires tesiing over a considerable
period of time and the evidence shows no attempt by an invenitor
to use the invention for commercial purposes during this period,
the testing may *>overcome the prima facie case<. In re
Josserand, €3 USPQ 371 (CCPA 1951)

Regardless of intent, any “continued” experimental activity
must relate to the same invention which was found to have been
“complete”, fnre Blaisdell, 113 USPQ 289, 293 (CCPA 1957).
The examiner is cautioned that an inventor’s testimony in this
regard may have little probative value against substantial evi-
dence to the contrary. In re Theis, 204 USPQ 188, 193 (CCPA
1979); Robbins Co. v. Lawrence Mfg. Co., 178 USPQ 577, 581
(9th Cir. 1973).

EXPERIMENTAL ACTIVITY IN AN ATMOSPHERE OF
“COMMERCIAL EXPLOITATION”

If an applicant’s purpose with regard to alleged experimen-
tal activity has commercial overtones, the policy against
“commercial exploitation” is paramount, >MPEP< § 2121.
Thus, even if there is bona fide experimental activity, an
inventor may not commercially exploit an invention more than
one yearprior to the filing date of an application, in re Theis, 204
USPQ 188, 194 (CCPA 1979)

As the degree of commercial exploitation surrounding >35
U.5.C.< 102(b) activity increases, the burden on an applicant to
establish clear and convincing evidence of experimental activ-
ity with respect to a public use becomes more difficult. Where
the examiner has found a prima facie case of a sale or an offer
1o sell, thisburden will rarely be met unless clearand convincing
necessity for the experimentation is established by the appli-
cant, This does not mean, of course, that there are no circum-
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stances wh:cb would: *>penmt< alleged experimental activity
in.an nnospherc of “commercial:exploitation”. In certain
;clrcumslances, even.a sale may be necessary o lcgmmmeiy
;advance the expex imental development of an invention if the
“primary” purpose of the sale is expenmental Inre Theis, 204

USPQ 188, 194 (CCPA 1979) Robbins Co. v. Lawrence Mfg.
Co., 178 USPQ 577, 582 (9th Cir. 1973). However, careful
scrutiny by the examiner of the objective factual circumstances
surrounding such a sale is essential, See Ushakoff v. United
States, 140 USPQ 341 (Ci.CL 1964); Cloud v. Standard Pack-
aging Corp.,153 USPQ 317 (7th Cir. 1967).

2128.02 *s>Experimentation< and the De-
velopment of Prototypes [R-6]

The construction of a prototype, or model, of an invention is
not necessarily determinative of “completion”. As discussed at
>MPEP< § 2125.01, the nature of many inventions is such that
an “actual” reduction to practice prior to the filing of a patent
application never takes place. Thus, where a prototype has not
been made or tested, commercial activity regarding such an
invention may well constitute permissible solicitation of sug-
gestions regarding modifications or refinements not significant
vnder >35 U.S.C.< 102(b). >MPEP< § 2128.05

However, whereaninventor has confidence in the utility and
operability of an invention, which confidence is shared by a
potential purchaser who begins commercialization based upon
information or drawings supplied by the inventor, prohibitive
>35 U.S.C.< 102(b) activity is present. Langsett v. Marmet
Corp., 141 USPQ 903, 910-11 (W.D.Wisc. 4); >SMPEP< §
2125.01.

Where & prototype of an invention has been constructed,
inquiry by the examiner should be upon the general requisites of
“completion” (>MPEP< § 2125.01), which do nof require that
theinvention be ata stage of development for full scale commer-
cial production. Johns-Manville Corp. v. Certain-Teed Corp.,
196 USPQ 152, 157 (C.D.Cal. 1977). In similar fashion, if the
examiner concludes from the evidence of record that an appli-
cant was satisfied that an invention was in fact “complete”,
awaiting approval by the applicant from an organization such as
Underwriters’ Laboratories will not normally overcome this
conclusion. Interroyal Corp. v. Simmons Co., 204 USPQ 362,
366 (S.D.N.Y. 1979); Skill Corp. v. Lucerne Products, 178
USPQ 562,565 (N.D.III. 1973),aff d., 183 USPQ 396, 399 (7th
Cir. 1974), cert. denied, 183 USPQ 65 (1975).

DISPOSAL OF PROTOTYPES

Where a prototype of an invention has been disposed of by
an inventor before the “critical date”, inquiry by the examiner
should focus upon the intent of the inventor and the reasonable-
ness of the disposal under all circumstances, The fact that an
otherwise reasonable disposal of a prototype involves inciden-
tal income is not nccessarily fatal. Jn re Dybel, 187 USPQ 593,
597 n. 5 (CCPA 1975). However, if a prototype is considered
“complete” by an inventor and all experimentation on the
underlying invention has ceased, unrestricted disposal of the
prototype constitutes a bar under >35 U.S.C.< 102(b). /n re
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Blaisdell, 113 USPQ 289 (CCPA 1957) camra, Watson v
Allen,ll?USPQtSS(DCC:r 1957) ST

2128.03 * >Expenmentatlon< and the De-
gree of Supervision and Control Maintained
y an Inventor over an Inventwn [R 6]

As dlscussed wnh reference to City of Elizabeth v. Ameri-
can Nicholson Pavement Co.,97 U.S. 126 (1878) (>MPEP< §
2128.01), a significant determinative factor in questions of
experimental purpose is the extent of supervision and control
maintained by an inventor over an invention doring an alleged
period of experimentation See also Root v. Third Avenue R.R.
Co., 146 U.S. 210 (1982). When an inventor relinguishes
supervision and control, subsequent activity with an invention
must be scrutinized carefully by the examiner to determine
whether there isclear and convincing evidence thatsuchactivity
is reasonably consistent with the experimental purpose ad-
vanced by the inventor. Magnetics v. Arnold Erg‘g Co., 168
USPGQ 392, 394 (7th Cir. 1971). However, once a period of
experimental activity has ended and supervision and controf has
been relinquished by an inventor without any restraints on
subseguent use of an invention, an unrestricted subseqguent use
of theinvention isa>35 U.S.C.< 102(b) bar. Inre Blaisdell, 113
USPQ 289, 293 (CCPA 1957). ‘

2128.04 *>Permitted< Experimental *>Ac-
tivity<and the Testing of an Invention [R-6]

Testing of an invention in the normal context of its techno-
logical development is generally within the **>realm of permit-
ted experimental aciivity<, Likewise, experimentation to deter-
mine “utility”, as that term is applied in 35 U.S.C. 101, may also
constitute permissible activity. See Gen'l Motors Corp. v.
Bendix Aviation Corp., 102 USPQ 58, 69 (N.D.Ind. 1954) For
example, where an invention relates to a chemical composition
with no known utility, i.e., a patent application for the compo-
sitioncouldnotbefiled (>35U.S.C.< 101; 112, first paragraph),
continued testing to find utility would likely be permissible
under >35 U.S.C.< 102(b), absent a sale of the composition or
other evidence of commercial exploitation.

On the other hand, experimentation to detern:ine product
acceptance, i.e., “market testing”, is typical of a “trader’s and
not an inventor'sexperiment” and is thus not within the **>area
of permitted experimental activity<. Smith & Davis Mfg. Co. v.
Mellon, 58 F, 705, 707 (8th Cir. 1893) Likewise, izsting of an
invention for the benefit of appeasing a customer, In re Theis,
204 USPQ 188, 193 (CCPA 1979); Cataphote Corp. v. DeSota
Chem. Coatings, 143 USPQ 292,231-32(N.D.Cal), aff d., 148
USPQ 229 (9th Cir.), mod, on oiher grounds, 149 USPQ 159
(9th Cir.), cert. denied, 385 U.S. 832 (1966) or to conduct
“minor “tune up’ procedures not requiring an inventor’s skills,
bui rather the skilis of a competent technician . .. “ (/n re Theis,
supra, at 194 n. 8), are also not within the exception.

2128.05 >Permitted< *Experimental >Ac-
tivity<* Vis-a-Vis Modifications and
Refinements to an Invention [R-6)
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“The fact Lhat alleged expenmental acuvnty does not lead o

'Speleic modlﬁcatmns or refificments to an'invention ‘is évi-
‘dence, although not conclusive evidence, that such activity is
‘not within the *srealm’ pérmitted by the statdte<. This is
‘ especnally the case where the evidence of record clearly démon-

strates to the examiner that an ‘invention was considered
“completc by an inventor at the time of the activity. See
SMPEP< § 2125.01. Nevertheless, any modifications or refine-
ments which did result from such experimental activity must at
least be a feature of the claimed invention to be of any probative
value. In re Theis, 204 USPQ 188, 194 (CCPA 1979); Minn.,
Mining & Mfg. o. v. Kent Industries, 161 USPQ 321, 322-23
(6th Cir. 1969). '

2128.06 Activity of an Independent Third
Party Inventor [R-6]

The statutory bars of >35 U.S.C.< 102(b) are applicable
even though public use or on sale activity is by a party other than
an applicant, >MPEP< § 2121. Where an applicant presents
evidence of experimental activity by such other party, the
evidence will not *>overcome< the prima facie case under >35
U.S.C.< 102(b) based upon the activity of such party unlessthe
activity was under the supervision and coniro! of the applicant.
Magnetics v. Arnold Eng’ g Co., 168 USPQ 392, 394 (7th Cir.
1971), Bourne v. Jones, 98 USPQ 206, 210 (S.D. Fla. 1951).
aff’d., 98 USPQ 205 (5th Cir. 1953), cert. denied, 99 USPQ490
(1953); contra, Watson v. Allen, 117 USPQ 68 (D.C.Cir. 1957).
Accordingly, the *experimental use *>aclivity< is personal to
an applicant.

2128.07 Evidence in Su l{:ort of *>Permit-
ted< Activity F

The examiner must always look to the objective factual
circumstances surrounding alleged *>permitted< activity. In
this regard, caution should be exercised when experimental
intent is mainfested by an affidavit or declaration filed by an
applicant. While such evidence may be probative if adequately
corroborated, itis of little weight against substantial evidence to
the contrary. In re Theis, 204 USPQ 188, 193 (CCPA 1979);
Robbins Co. v. Lawrence Mfg. Co., 178 USPQ 577, 581 (9th
Cir. 1973).

2129 The Written Action by the Examiner
>including a § 102(b) rejection< [R-6]

After consideration of all the evidence of record, the legal
authorities cited by an applicant and any other party to the
procecding ( >MPEP< § 1901.01), and the guidelines set forth
in this chapter of the Mannal, the examiner must determine
whether or not there is a prima facie case under >35 U.S.C.<
102(b), >MPEP< § 2124. If the prima facie case exists, the
examiner must then consider whatever evidence has been sub-
mitted to * overcome** the prima facie case, >MPEP< §§ 2124
and 2128,

If an applicant fails to meet his or her burden with regard to
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**Srebutting of ovetcommg< the pnma Jacie case, or, in the
.abscnce of any rebuttal evxd..nceto the prima facie case, ali the
claims so affected. shm.,,d be zejected undc: 35US.C. 102(b)

>MPEP< § 2127. Even if some or all of the. clalms are not
deemedby lheexammer to be anuclpated by an, mvenuon found
to have been mpubhc useoronsale,aclaimedi mvenﬂon should
alsobeconmdered with respecttoobvxousness In reFoster, 145
USPQ 166, 174 (CCPA. 1965); Inre Corcoran, 208 USPQ 867,

870 (CCPA 1981). A rejection may be based upon the obvious-
ness of claimed subject matter in view of a >35U.8 C < 102(b}
invention, since such an invention becomes part of L_he prior art
for purposes of >35 U.S.C.< 103. Timely Products Corp. v
Arron, 18TUSPQ 257, 267 (2d Cir. 1975). In re Kaslow, 217
USPQ 1089 (Fed. Cir. 1983). Iftherejection relies upon a public
use or placing on sale under >35 U.S.C.< 102(b) as prior art to
support a >35 U.5.C.< 103 rejection, an appropriate discussion
of any other prior art or other information should be set forth 1o
explain how the prior art or other information in combination
with the subject matter asserted to be in public use or on sale
renders the claims obvious.

In addition to citing the statutory bases, the written action
by the examiner in cases involving arejection founded upon >35
U.S.C< 102(b) activity must explain why the evidence is
sufficient to support the primafacie case, and must particularly
point out the deficiencies in the evidence presented to rebut **
the prima facie case. Even if a rejection is not made, the
examiner’swritten action shouldreflect thattheevidence of>35
U.S.C.< 102(b} activity has in fact been considered, Likewise,
if the examiner concludes thata primafacie case (1) hasnotbeen
established, >or< (2) has been established and rebutied
(>MPEP< § 2124)** then the examiner’s written action should
so indicate. Strict adherence o this format should cause the
rationale employed by the examiner in the written action to be
self evident. In this regard, the use of reasons for allowance
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.109 may also be appropriate, >MPEP<
§1302.14.

>2153 Prior Art Under 35 U.S5.C. 102(e)
[R-6]

Although the changes resulting from enactment of Public
Law 98-622 did not affect 35 U.S.C. 102(e), itsimpact has been
heightened as a result of Public Law 98-622. This is so because
prior art under 35 U.S.C.102(e) is not disqualified because of
common ownership at the time the later invention was made.
The following example is illustrative of the applicability of 35
U.S.C.102(e) prior art as it applics through 35 U.S.C. 103:

Statement of Principle:

The disclosure of an earlier filed patent application which
issuesasapatentcontinucs to bepriorart under 35U.S.C. 102(e)
against a later invented and filed application of another inventor
cven though the patent and the later invention were owned by,
or subject to an obligation of assignment to, the same person at
the time the later invention was made.

Assumption: Employees A and B work for C, each with
knowledge of the other’s work, and with obligation to assign
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3. A’s patent issues.
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" dnyentions to C while cmployed. ... .-

©RESULTS ©

SITUATIONS
1 A invents X and later files agphcauon S 'Ihis is pcnnissible S

“No § 102(1)/103 or § IOQ(g)/
" 103 rejection; provisional §
102(e)/103 rejection applies.

afier A’s filing.

B’s claims rejected under §
-102(e)/103.

Provisional or actual rejection
under §107(e}/103 may be
overcome if B made invention
before A's filing date.

4. B files 37 CFR 1.131 affidavit to swear -
behind A’s filing date.

Insituation (2.) above, the result is a provisionai rejection by
the examiner under 35 U.S.C. 102(c)/103.The rejection is
provisional since the subject matter and the prior art are pending
applications. The significant advantage to a patent applicant in
making such a provisional rejection should be obvious. It
cautions the applicant that an actual rejection will lie if the first
filed application issues as a patent. This gives the applicant the
chance to analyze the propriety of the rejection and possibly
avoid the loss of rights to desired subject matter. This can be
done in one of several ways after analyzing the provisional
rejection.

The applicant may:

1) Asgue patentability over the earlier filed application,

2) Consider the possibility of filing a 37 CFR 1.131 affidavit
to swear behind the filing date of the carlier application, and

3) Consider abandoning both applications and combining
the subject matter into a single continuation-in-part application.
If this option is chosen, and the resulting application is re-
stricted, Office policy based upon 35 U.S.C. 121 is that a
rejectionunder 35 U.S.C. 102(e)/103 will not lie based upon the
other divisional application or patents issuing thereon. Addi-
tionally, the resulting continuation-in-part application is en-
titled to 35 U.S.C. 120 benefit of each of the prior applications.
The latter option is illustrated in the following example:

Assumption: Emplcyces A and B work for C, each with
knowledge of the other’s work, and with obligation to assign
inventions to C while employed.

;. RESULTS

1. A invents X aid files application

Provigional §102(c)/103 rejection
made; provisional double patenting
rejection made; no §102(0)/103 or
no §102(g)/103 made.

2. B modifies X 10 XY after A's
application is filed, B files application
establishing that A and B were both
under obligation to assign inventions
to C at the time the inventions

were made.

Assume it is proper that restriction

3. A and B file continuing application
be required between X and XY

claiming priority to their easlier
applications and abandon the
earlier applications.

4. X is elecied and patent issues on X
with divisional application being
timely filed on XY

tion under §102(e)/103 in view of
§121.<
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>2185 1028‘)/103 and 102(g)/103 Practnce,"

eneral [R 6]

. 35, U S. C 103 Con&nons of pate!uabxhty,. ! -obvxous sub_;ect
' matter e .

***

. Subject matter developed by anolhet pexson. whxch qualxﬁes as
pnor artonly under subsection (f) or (g) of section 102 of this title, shall
not preclude patentability under this section where the subject atter
and the claimed invention were, at the time the invention was made,
owned by the same person or subject to an obligation of assignment to
the same person. (Added November 8, 1984, Public Law 98-622, sec.
103, 98 Stat. 3384)

Public Law 98-622 was enacted on November 8, 1984 and

resulted in some significant changes relating 0 patentability.

Public Law 98-622 changed a com:plex body of case law
which discouraged communication among members of re-
search teams working in corporations, universities or other
organizations. It amended 35 U.S.C. 103 by adding a new
sentence which provides that subject matter developed by
another which qualifics as “prior art” only under subsections
102(Hor (g) of 35U.8.C. isnot to be considered when determin-
ing whether an invention sought to be patented is obvious under
35 US.C. 103, provided the subject matter and the
claimed invention were commonly owned at the time
the invention was made.

“Prior art” is the existing body of technical information
against which the patentability of an invention is judged. Prior
publicly known information is always considered in determin-
ing whether an invention would have been obvious. However,
under In re Bass, 474 F2d 1276, 177 USPQ 178 (CCPA 1973),
and In re Clemens, 622 F.2d 1029, 206 USPQ 289 (CCPA
1980}, an earlier invention which is not public could have been
treated under 35 US.C. 102(g), and possibly under 35
U.8.C.102(f), as prior art with respect to 2 later invention made
by another employee of the same organization.

New technology often is developed by using background
scientific or technical information known within an organiza-
tion but unknown to the public. 35 U.S.C. 103, second para-
graph, by disqualifying such background information from
prior art when making obviousness determinations, encourages
communication among members of research teams, and leads 1o
more public dissemination through patents of the results of team
research.

The subject matter that is disqualified as prior art under 35
U.S.C. 103, sccond paragraph, is strictly limited to subject
matter that qualifies as prior art only under 35 U.S.C. 102(f) or
102(g). If the subject matier qualifies as prior art under any other
subsection )e.g., 35 U.S.C. 102(a), 102(b) or 102(e)), it will not
be disqualified as prior art under the amendment to 35 U.S.C.
103.

The contents of a patent of the same or different ownership
as an application, continues to be available as prior art against
the application under 35 U.S.C. 103 by virtue of 35 U.S.C.
102(c) as of the application filing date of the patent. If subject
matter becomes potential prior art under 35 U.S.C. 102(c)
because a patent application is filed on such subject matter
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before ‘a’ commOnIy owned’ clalmed invention ‘is made ‘the

E subject matter of a later application the iwo pending’ applica:
tions may'’ be combined (under 35US.C: ‘116 and 120) into a

single appllcatxon and such’subject matter (wnh the abandon-'
ment of the two applications) woiild no longerc constitute poten- -
tial prior art under 35 U.S.C. 102(¢) or under 35US.C: 102(e)/
103 since it would not be:“described in a patent granted on an
application for patent by another.”

It is -important to° recognize that 35 U.S.C. 103, second
paragraph, applies only to consideration of prior art for purposes
of 35 U.S.C. 103. It does not apply to or affect subject matter
which qualifies as the basis of a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102
alone. A patent applicant urging that subject matter is disquali-
fied has the burden of establishing that such subject matter was
commonly owned at the time the claimed invention was made.

Information learned from or transmitted to persons outside
the organization is not disqualificd as prior art. The term
“subject matter” will be construed broadly, in the same manner
the term is construed in the remainder of 35 U.S.C. 103. The
term “another” as used in 35 U.S.C. 103 means any inventive
entity other than the inventorand wonld include the inventor and
any other persons. The term “developed” is to be read broadly
and is not limited by the manner in which the development.
occurred. The term “commonly owned” means wholly owned
by the same person, persons, or organization at ihe time the
invention was made.<

>2186 Guidelines As to Implementation of
35 U.8.C. 103, second paragraph [R-6]

A. Applications considered under 35 U.S.C. 103,
sccond paragraph

(1) 35 U.S.C. 103, second paragraph, does not “affect any
final decision made by the court or the Patent and Trademark
Office before the date of enactment [November 8, 19841 ... with
respect to a patent or application ior patent, if no appeal from
such decision is pending and the time for filing an appeal has
expired.”

(2) 35 U.S.C. 103, second paragraph, is not considered to
apply to:

(a) Any application which has been abandoned prior to
November 8, 1984, unless such application is revived pursuant
to the provisions of 37 CFR 1.137(a) or (b) and is pending onor
after November 8, 1984;

(b) Any application in which all the claims have been
allowed and in which prosecution has been closed prior to
November 8, 1984, ¢.g., by an Ex parte Quayle action, a Notice
of Allowability, ora Notice of Allowance, However, a continu-
ing application would obtain the benefit of 35 U.S.C. 103,
second paragraph, if filed prior to the abandonment or issuance
of the application; and

(c) Any application in which an appcal has been filed and
is no longer pending or in which the time for filing an appeal has
cxpired prior to November 8, 1984, However if the application
conizins alfowed claims on or after November 8, 1984, the
allowed claims are subject to 35 U.S.C. 103, second paragraph.
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S (3 35USC. 103, secondpmagmph will beapphed wmy
3 apphcwm
(@) whxch IS before thc exmnmer for acuon and m wlnch ali;

' the claims have not been allowed and the prosecution closedoz

-«(b).in which. prosecution has been closed and is being
reopened to reject the allowed claims on grounds other than JS
U.S.C. 102(f)/103 or 35 U.S.C. 102(g)/103 S

B. Conflicting Co-pending Applxcauons of Different.
Inventive Entities With No Indication That They Are
Commonly Owned

(1) If the application files do not establish that they are
owned by, or subject to an obligation of assignment to, the same
person, the examiner will:

(2) assume that the applications are not commonly owned;

(b) examine the applications on all grounds other than any
- conflict between the applications;

(c) consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 102(f)/103 or 35
U.5.C. 102(g)/103 if one application refers to the other (if there
is no cross-reference between the applications it would be
inappropriate for the examiner to refer to one application in the
other in view of 35 U.S.C. 122),

(d) consider interference if appropriate;

(c) suspend the later filed application if it is otherwise
allowable until the carlier filed application is abandoned or
issues as apatent and then reject the later filed application under
35 U.S.C. 102(e)/103, if appropriate; and

(f) proceed under item C below if at any time during the
examination a sfatement is made that the applications are
commonly owned,

C. Conflicting Co-pending Applications Of Different
Inventive Entities Which Are Commonly Owned

(1) Co-pending applications will be considered by the exam-
iner to be owned by, or subject to an obligation of assignment to,
the same person if;

(a) the application files refer to assignmentsrecorded in the
Patent and Trademark Office in accordance with 37 CFR 1.331
which convey the entire rights in the applications to the same
person(s) or organization(s); or

(b) copies of unrecorded assignments which convey the
entire rights in the application to the same person(s) or
organization(s) are filed in each of the applications; or

(c) an affidavitor declaration by th2 common owner is filed
which states that there is common ownership and explains why
the affiant believes there is common ownership; or

(d) other evidence is submitted which establishes common
ownership of the applications in question, e.g., a court decision
determining the owner. In circumstances where the common
owner is a corporation or other organization an affidavit or
declaration averring common ownership may be signed by an
official of the corporation or organization empowered to act on
behalf of the corporation or organization.

(2) If the application files establish that they ate owned by,
or subjecttoan obligation of assignment to, the same person, the
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-(a) examine the apphcauons as o all: grounds except 35

* U.S.C.102(f) and (g) as they apply through 35 U.S.C. 103 if the

application files establish common ownership at the time the _
later invention was made.

(b) examine the apphcanons for double patennng, includ-
ing double patenting of the obviousricss type, and make a pro-
vxsmpalreje.,non if apprcpnale (seeln reMott 190 USPQ 536
(CCPA 1976);

(c) examine the later ﬁled apphcauon under 35 U.S.C.
102(e) as it apphes ”through 35 U.S.C. 103 and make a provi-
sional rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(e)/103 in the later filed
application, if appropriate;

(d) permit applicant of the later filed application to file an
affidavit under 37 CFR 1.131 to overcome the provisional or
actual 35 U.S.C. 102(e)/103 rejection, if appropriate, and a
terminal disclaimer to overcome the provisional or actual rejec-
tion on doublc patenting of the obviousness type.

Attention is directed to the following significant features of
the amendment to 35 U.S.C. 103, second paragraph:

(1) The only prior art which is disqualified is prior art under
35 U.S.C. 102(f) or (g) where the subject matter, i.e., the prior
art, and the invention “were, at the time the invention was made,
owned by the same person or subject to an obligation of
assignment {o the same person.” (Person includes organization)

(2) If the subject matter (prior art) qualifies as prior art under
any othersection, e.g., 35U.S.C. 102(a), (b), or(e), itisstill prior
art and can be used.

(3)35U.5.C. 103, second paragraph, applies only to subject
matter which qualifies as prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103; it does
not affect subject matter which qualifies as prior art under 35
U.S.C. 102, i.e., anticipatory prior art,

(4) The term “another person” means any inventive entity
other than the inventor and includes the inventor and any other
person.

(5) The term “developed” is 10 be read broadly and is not
limited 10 any particular manner of development.

(6) Subject matter derived from another under 35 U.S.C.
102(fyisprior artunder 35 U.S.C. 103 unless the derived subject
matter and the claimed invention are owned by, or subject to an
obligation of assignment (o, the same person at the time the
ciaimed invention was made.

(7) The disclosure of an earlier filed patent application
which issues as a patent is prior art under 35 U.S.C. 102(e)
againstalater invented and filed application of another inventor
even though the patent and the later application arc owned by,
or subject to an obligation of assignment to, the same person.

(8) Commonly owned applications, i.¢., applications owned
by the same person, may be refiled as a single application to
avoid onc or more of them becoming prior art against another
under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) and 103.

(9) The phrase “owned by the same person” requires that the
same person, persons, or organization own 100% of the subject
matter (prior art) and 100% of the claimed invention. A license
1o another would not defeat ownership.

(10) The phrase “subject to an obligation of assignment to
the same person” requires that a legal obligation of assignment
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: 'ex1st and ot merely a moral oF menfcu'ceable obhgauon
@ 1) Aslangasthe samepersanowns the subjectmatter and/

' the invention-at the time:the claimed invention was madé, a-
license to another: may be made thhout lhe sub_pect mauer

becommg prior art. - =

(12)35°'US.C 103 second paragraph ‘Tequires ‘actual
ownershnp (or obligation to assign) be in existence at the time
the claimed invention is made for the subject matter to be
disqualified as pnor art; acqmnng one of the other lmer isnot
sufficient.

(13) The burden of estabhshmg that sub_;ect matter is dis-
qualified as prior art is placed on patent applicant and not on the
patent examiner once the examiner establishes a prima facie
case of obviousness based on the prior art.

(14) A double patenting rejection may be made in an
application in view of a commonly owned patent of a different
inventive entity and a double patenting rejection of the cbvious-
ness type can be overcome by filing an appropriate terminal
disclaimer,

(15) A double patenting rejection may be made in a later
filed application where the application/patent on which the
rejection is based and the later filed application are not com-
monly owned, as long as one of the inventors is common
between the later filed application and the application/patent.
Such a rejection cannot be overcome by terminal disclaimer in
view of the lack of common ownership.

(16) The Commissioner’s Notice of January 9, 1967,
“Double Patenting™, 834 O.G. 1615 (Jan. 31, 1967) has been
withdrawn to the extent that it does not authorize 2 double
patenting rejection where different inventive entities are pres-
ent.

(17) Inventors of subject matter not commonly owned at the
timie of the invention, but currently commonly owned, may file
asjoint inventors in a single application. However, the claims in
such an application are not protected from a 35 U.S.C. 102(f)/
103 or 35 U.S.C. 102(g)/103 rejection.

(18) Common ownership at the time the invention was made
for purposes of obviating a 35 U.S.C. 102(f)/103 or 35 U.S.C.
102(g)/103 rejection may beestablished irrespective of whether
the invention was made in the U.S. or abroad and irrespective of
where the inventor and/or the common owner reside.

It is important to recognize that, when considering these
features, certain prior art is not affected. This includes

a) 35 U.S.C. 102(f) or 35 U.S.C. 102(g) prior art which
anticipates the invention,

By 35U.S.C. 102(!)/103 or 35 U.S.C. 102(g)/103 prior art
which was not at the fjme was made, owned by, or
subject to an obligation of assxg,nmem to, the person who owned
the invention, and

¢)35U.8.C. 102 or 35 U.S.C. 103 prior art which qualifies
under any other paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 102 or 35 U.S.C. 103
prior art which qualifies under any other paragraph of 35 U.S.C.
102, e.g., (3}, (b), or (&)

Accordingly, the only prior art which is disqualificd under
35 U.8.C. 103, second paragraph, is 35 U.S.C. 102(f)/103 or 35
11.8.C. 102(g)/103 prior art which was, at the time the invention
was made, owned by or subject to an obligation of assignment
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' to the person who owned lhe mvenhon SRR E R

Example l Multlple apphcatlons -
plural mventlons ‘

Inventors A and B both employees of Company E wnhf
obligation to assngn all their inventions to E, dévélop inventions
X and Y with Y being developed by B after knowledge of A’s
development of X. A files application on X before B’s develop-
ment of Y and B later files application. Both applications
establish they are owned by Company E.

Situation ]

The claims to X and Y are not patentably distinct.

Examiner’s Action:

(a) Examine the applications as to all grounds except 35
U.S.C. 102(f) and (g) as they apply through 35 U.S.C. 103;

(b) Make a provisional rejection of the later filed application
on the grounds of double patenting of the obviousness type, if
appropriate. If a terminal disclaimer is filed in accordance with
35 U.S.C. 1.321(b), the provisional double patenting rejection
of the obviousness type will be overcome;

(c) Examine the later filed application under 35 U.S.C.
102(e)/103 and make a provisional rejection based on 35 U.S.C.
102(e)/103, if appropriate.

Situation 2

After receiving the examiner’s action in situation 1, A and
B, along with inventor C, who is another employee of E, filed a
continuation-in-part application and claim A’s invention, B’s
invention and an improvement they jointly developed withC. A
and B abandon their prior applications.

Examiner’s Action:
Examine the application in the normal manner; no double
patenting or 35 U.S.C.102(e)/103 problems now exist.

Example 2 - Two copending applications with
no indication in the record of common ownership

Inventor A files an application with claims to invention X,
Another copending application is filed by inventor B claiming
invention Y. There is no indication of common ownership.

Sitwation 1
The claims in the two applications are directed to patentably
distinct inventions.

Examiner’s Action:
If the claims are otherwise allowable, the applications arc
both allowed.

Situation 2
The claims in the two applications are pgl patentably dis-
tinct.
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~The applications are prosecuted unul one apphcauon 1s4 ‘

allowsbie. Ifthe time differencebetween the > two applicationsis
too large to declare an interference; action on the later filed

application is suspended until the earlier filed application issues

asapatent. At that time the later filed application is rejectedover
the earlier filed application under 35 U.S.C. 102(e)/103.. ...
If the filing dates of the applications are sufficiently close to
declare an interference, claims for an interference should be
suggested. If the applications are commonly.owned, the com-
mon owner must make the owrership-known. When such
common ownership is made known, a provisional double pat-
enting rejection should be made in the later filed application. If
the doubie patenting rejection is of the obviousness type, a
terminal disclaimer under 37 CFR 1.321(b) may be filed. The
later filed application should be examined under 35 U.S.C.
102(e)/103 and a provisional rejection based on 35 U.S.C.
102(e)/103 should be made in the later filed application, if
appropriate. An affidavit under 37 CFR 1.131 can be filed to
overcome a rejection based on 35 U.S.C., 102(e)/103.

Example 3 - Claims in single application by
different inventors.

An application for patent is filed in the Patent and Trade-
mark Office in which the owner E séts forth the following infor-
mation.

“he subject matter of claim 1 was invented by inventor A.
The sub}ect matter of claim 2 was invented by inventor B.
Inventor B knew of the invention of inventor A at the time he
made his invention. Both A and B made their inventions while
working for owner E with a duty to assign”, The inventions are
different but not patentably distinct.

Examiner’'s Action:
If the claims are patentable over the prior art, the application

should be allowed.

>2187 Ownership At the Time The
Invention Was Made [R-6]

In crder o be disqualified as prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103,
second paragraph, the subject matter which would otherwise be
prior ari to the claimed invention and the claimed invention must
be commonly owned at the time the claimed invention was
made. The term “commonly owned” is intended to mean that the
subject matter which would otherwise be prior artto the claimed
invention and the claimed invention are entirely or wholly
owned by the same person, persons, or organization at the time
the claimed invention was made. If the person, y-ersons, or
organization owned less than 100 percent of the subject matter
which would otherwise be prior art to the claimed invention, or
less than 100 percent of the claimed invention, then common
ownership would not exist. Common ownership requires that
the person, persons, or organization own 100 percent of the
subject matter and 100 percentof the claimed invention. As long
as principal ownership rights to either the subject matter or the
claimed invention reside in different persons or organizations
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, does NOL exist. A, hcense of the clmmed.;

mvenhoii mamﬁérbymeownerwherebasxcownershxpnghts o

are retained would not defeat ownership. The requirement for.

- common ownership at the time the claimed invention was made:

is intended to preclude obtaining ownership of subject matter
after the claimed invention was made in order to disqualify that
subject matter as prior art agamst the claimed inventicn. The
question of whether common ownership exists at the time the
claimed invention was made is to be determined on the facts of
the particular case in question. Actual ownership of the subject
matter and the claimed invention by the same individual or
organization or a legal obligation 10 assign both the subject
matter and the claimed invention to the same individual or
organization must be in existence at the time the claimed
invention was made in order for the subject matter (o0 be
disqualified as prior art. A moral or unenforceable obligation
would not evidence common ownership.

Under 35 U.S.C. 103, second paragraph, an applicant’s
admission that subject matter wasdeveloped priortoapplicant’s
invention would not make the subject matter prior art to appli-
cant if the subject matter qualifies as prior art only under
sections 102(f) or (g) of title 35 U.S.C. and if the subject mater
and the claimed invention were commonly owned atthe time the
invention was made. See In re Fout, 213 USPQ 532 (CCPA
1682), for a decision involving an applicants’ admission which
was used as prior art against their application, If the subject
matter and invention were not comimonly owned, an admission
that the subject matter is prior art would be usable under 35
U.S.C. 103.

The burden of establishing that subject matter isdisqualified
as prior art under the section is intended to be placed and reside
upon the person or persons urging that the subject matter is
disqualified. For example, a patent applicant urging that subject
matter is disqualified as prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103, second
paragraph, would have the burden of establishing that it was
commonly owned at the time the claimed invention was made.
The patentec inlitigation would likewise properly bear the same
burden placed upon the applicant before the Patent and Trade-
mark Office. To place the burden upon the patent examiner or
the defendant in litigation would not be appropriate since
evidence as to common ownership at the time the claimed
invention was made might not be available to the patent exam-
iner or the defendant in litigation, but such evidence, if it exists,
should be readily available to the patent applicant or the pat-
entee.

In view of 35 U.S.C. 103, second paragraph, the Commis-
sioner has reinstituted in appropriate circumstances the practice
of rejecting claims in commonly owned applications of differ-
ent inventive entities on the grounds of double patenting, Such
rejections can be overcome in appropriate circumstances by the
filing of terminal disclaimers. This practice has been judicially
authorized. See In re Bowers, 149 USPQ 57 (CCPA 1966). The
use of double patenting rejections which then could be over-
come by terminal disclaimers preclude patent protection from
being improperly extended while still permitting inventors and
their assignees to obtain the legitimate benefits from their
contributions.
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The followxng examples dre prc 1ded for 1llustrauon only

.-,-:-Ownetshlpofbo(hmvenuonsmustbe 100% lhesame

o Parent Company owns 100% of Subsxdlanw A and B
- inventions of A and B are commonly owned.

-PaxcntCompanyowns 100% of Subsxdnary Aand 90% of
subsidiary B _

- inventions of A and B not commonly owned

-If same person owns subject matterand m’-,rentlon attime
invention was made, license to another may be made
without the subject matter becoming prior ast.

- Different Government inventors retaining certain
rights (e.g. foreign filing rights) in separate inventions
owned by Govermment precludes common ownership of
inventions.

- Joint Venture

Situati ‘

-Company A and Company B form Joint Venture Company
C. Employees of A while working for C with an obligation to
assign inventions to C, invent invention #1, Employees of B
while working for C with an obligation to assign inventions to
C, invent invention #2, with knowledge of #1.

Question: Are #1 and #2 commonly owned at the time the
later invention was made so as to preclude a rejection under 35
U.S.C. 102(f) or (g) in view of 35 U.S.C. 103?

Answer: Yes-Anofficial of company Ccan sign an affidavit
that C owned both inventions.

Common ownership must have existed at the time the later
invention was made. An invention is “made” when conception
is complete as defined in Mergenthaler v. Scudder, 11 App.D.C.
264, 1897 C.D. 724 (C.A.D.C. 1897); In re Tansel, 117 USPQ
188 (CCPA 1958).Common ownership at the time the invention
was made for purposes of obviating a 35 U.S.C. 102(f)/103 or
35U.8.C. 102(g)/103 rejection may be established irrespective
of whether the invention was made in the United States or
abroad. The provisions of 35 U.S.C. 104, however, will con-
tinue to apply to other proceedings in the Patent and Trademark
Office, e.g. in an interference proceeding, with regard to estab-
lishing a date of invention by knowledge or use thereof, or other
activity with respect thereto, in a foreign country, The foreign
filing date will continue to be used for interference purposes
under 35 U.S.C. 119 and 35 U.S.C. 365.<

>2188 Establishing Common Ownership Af
The Time The Invention Was Made [R-6]

It is important to recognize just what constitutes sufficient
evidence to establish common ownership at the time the inven-
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nonwasmade B T A T A

- Whiere-the: apphcanon ﬁle(s) eslabhshes common owner-
shnp, ‘the”examiner must examine 'the. application as to-all-
grounds éxcept:3S U.S.C: -102(f) and (g) as they apnly through
35U.8.C.'103 only ifthe apphcanon file(s) establishes common
ownership at the time the later invention was made. Thus, it is
necessary to look to the time at which common ownership

exists. If common ownership does not exist at the time the later

invention was made, the earlier invention is not disqualified as
potential prior art under 35 U.S C 102(t) and (g) as they apply
through 35 US.C. 103. -

The submission of copies of assignment agreements that
were filed in the Office and that were executed at the time the
application was filed would not be sufficient to disqualify the
earlier invention as potential prior art against the laterinvention
unless the assignment document itself contained language
which indicate the relevant dates involved and established that
the inventions were commonly owned at the time the later
invention was made. Absent specific language in the assign-
ment document which would establish that the inventions
claimed in the applications were commonly owned at the time
the later invention was made, the attorney/applicants would
have to supply additional evidence or showings establishing
common ownership at the time the later invention was made.
This additional evidence or showing might take the form of an
affidavit or declaration by the comnion owner which refers to
the assignment and further avers that the inventors of the subject
matter of the applications were all under an obligation to assign
the inventions to the common owner at the time the later inven-
iion was made, e.g., by virtue of employment agreements, The
affidavit or declaration mightalsoinclude copies of the employ-
ment agreements although the submission of the copies of the
employment agreements would not be essential as long as
unqualified averments are made that the inventions were com-
monly owned at the time the later invention was made.

It is expected that the most common form of submission to
establish common ownership at the time the later invention was
made will be verified statements, i.e., oaths or declarations from
the common owner. It should be emphasized that such oaihs or
declarations must be executed by the common owner or some-
one empowered to act or behalf of the common owner. Mere
powers of attorney to prosecute an application will not make an
individual an official of a corporation or organization or em-
power the individual to act on behalf of the corporation or
organization.

Copending Applications

37 CFR 1.104 Nature of examination; examiner’s action.
g % ok W % ¥

(e) Co-pending applications will be considered by the examiner to
be owned by, or subject to an obligation of assignment to, the same
person if (1) the application files refer to assignments recorded in the
Patent and Trademark Office in accordance with §1.331 which convey
the entire rights in the applications to the same person or organization;
or (2) copies of unrecorded assignments which convey the entire rights
in the applications to the same person or organization are filed in ecach
of the applications; or (3) an affidavit or declaration by the common
owner is filed which states that there is common ownership and states
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fm:u which explain why the afﬁant or declarant’ beheves thete is

. compmon ownership; or (4) other evidence is- submitted which estab-

k hshesmmmonowmtslupofthcxpphcaums Incuc\nnstmceswhere ; |

-the common owner is a corporation or other orgamzanon an afﬁdavn

or daclaralxon _may. be s1gned by -an-official of the corporation or
c-gamzauon empowered to acton behalf of !he corporauon or orgari-

37 CER 1.104 specifies the nature of the showing necessary
before the examiner would consider copending applications to
be owned by, or subject to an obligation of assignment to, the
same person for purposes of 35 U.S.C. 102(f)/103, 35 U.S.C.
102{(g)/103 and 37 CFR 1.106(d). The rule permits the neces-
sary showing to be made in different alternative ways. The
nacessary showing will be considered by the examiner to be
present if the application files refer to assignments which are
recorded in the Patent and Trademark Office in accordance with
37 CFR 1.331 as long as the assignments conveyed the entire
rights in the applications to the same person or organization. A
second alternative which can be used, if assignments have not
been recorded, permits the examiner to consider copies of
unrecorded assignment filed in each of the applications by the
applicants as long as the unrecorded assignments convey the
entire rights in the applications to the same person or organiza-
tion. A third alternative permits an affidavit or declaration to be
filed by the common owner stating that there is common
ownezship and stating facts which explain why the affiant or
declarant believes there is common ownership. Under this
alternative, sufficient facts will have to be presented in order to
enable the examiner to conclude that a prima facie case of
common ownership exists. The fourth alternative permits other
evidence to be used which would establish common ownership
of the applications, e.g., a court decision determining the owner.
The terms “person”™ and “organization” in the rule would in-
clude circumstances where the ownership resided in more than
one person and/or organization as long as the applications are
owned jointly by the same owners. Paragraph (¢) aiso provides
that where the common owner is a corporation or other organi-
zation an affidavit or declaration averring common ownership
may be signed by an official of the corporation or organization
who is empowered to act on behalf of the corporation or
organization. A mere power of attorney to prosecute a patent
application will not make an individual an official of the
corporation or organization or empower the individual to acton
behalf of the corporation or organization.<

>2188.01 Examination of Ap&hcatlons of
Different Inventive Entities Where Com-
mon Ownership Is Not Established [R-6)

Where theapplications donot establishcommon ownership,
the examiner

1) Assumes that common ownership docs not exist,

2y Considers the applicability of 35 (J.5.C. 102(£)/103 or 35
U.$.C. 102(g)/103 if one applicatic:: refers to the other, If there
is no cross-reference between the appiications and no inventor
in common (o both applications, it would be inappropriate for
the examiner to refer to one application in the other in view of
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 3) Considers mterference nf appropnate and

4) suspends’ the ‘later ‘filed application if ‘it is ‘otherwise
allowable until the earlier filed application is abandoned or
issues as a patent and then rejects the later apphcanon under 35
U.S.C. 102{e)/103; if appropriate.” s

Atelephonecall, forexample from theapphcant stating that
there is' common ‘ownership ora declaration signed by the
attorney of record stating that there is common ownership are
insufficient to preclude consideration of the applicability of 35
U.S.C.102{£)/103 or 35U.S.C. 102(g)/103. Further, the fact that
there may be a common inventor or even idéntical inventive
entities between the applications does not evidence common
ownership.

Examination of Pending Applications Having Different
Inventive Entities Claiming Benefit Under 35 U.S.C.120
Without Common Owriership of The Applications.

In order to be permitied to claim 35 U.S.C.120 benefit,
common ownership is not a consideration. If the applications
and patents are not commonly owned, a double patenting
rejection, if appropriate, is entered in the later filed application
and cannot be overcome by a terminal disclaimer sirce the
ownership of the subject matter being claimed belongs to
someone other than the owner of the later application.

The following example is illustrative:

ASSUMPTIONM: Employee A, with obligation to assign
inventions to C while employed, invents X.

RESULTS
This is permissible.

SITUATIONS

1. A leaves C and later A and B, who is
not employed by C, modify X to XY.

2. C asks A to execute applicationon X,  This is permissible.
but A refuses; C files application under

37 CFR 1.47 naming A as inventor.

Examiner may make provisional
rejections of A and B’s applic -
tion on grounds of double patent
ing and §102(e)/103 in view of
A’s sole application.

3. A and B then file application claiming
$120 benefit 1o the sole application of A
and claiming both X and XY.

Examiner accepts 37 CFR 1.131
affidavit, but refuses terminal
disclaimer.

4. A and B file 37 CFR 1.131 affidavit to
swear behind A's filing date and attempt
to file tesminal disclaimer in joint
application.
Double Patenting rejection of
joint application stands unless
XY can be shown to be patenta
bly distinct from X.<

>2188.02 Examination of Applications of
Different Inventive Entities Where Com-
mon Ownership Is Established [R-6]

Once the examiner checks the applications and it is estab-
lished from the record that common ownership existed at the
time the later invention was madc, he or she should:
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1) examine the applmmas as toall oro,.pds except 35 .

U.S.C. 102(f) and (g) as they apply through 3511.8.C. 103,
- 2) examine the applications for double patenting, including

double patenting of the obvicusness type, and make a provi-

sional double patenting rejection, if appropriate (See In re Mott,
190 USPQ 536 (CCPA 1976}, ~

3)examine the later filed wphcauon under35U.8.C.102(e)
as it applies through 35 U.S.C. 103 and make a provisional

rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102¢2)/103 in the later filed applica-

tion, if appropriate, and -

4) permit the applicant of the later filed apphcatmn tofilean
affidavit under 37 CFR 1.131 to overcome the provisional or
actual 35 U.S.C. 102(e)/103 rejection, if appropriate, and a
terminal disclaimer to overcome the provisional oractual rejec-
tion on double patenting of the obviousness type.

The practice of rejecting claims on the ground of double
patenting in commonly owned applications of different inven-
tive entities is in accordance with existing case law and prevents
an organization froin obtaining two or more patents with differ-
ent expiration dates covering nearly identical subject matier,
See In re Zickendraht, 319 F.2d 225, 138 USPQ 22 (CCPA
1963) (“The doctrine is well established that claims in different
applications need be more thar merely different in form or
content; and that patentable distinction must exist to entitle
applicants to a second patent™) and In re Christensen, 330 F2d
652, 141 USPQ 295 (CCPA 1964) (“— the correct procedure
for double patenting cases is to analyze the claims to determine
the inventions defined therein, and then decide whether such
inventions, as claimed are patentably distinct and therefore
qualified to be claimed in separate patents™). Inaccordance with
established patent law doctrines, double patenting rejections
can be overcome in certain circumstances by disclaiming,
pursuant to the existing provisions of 37 CFR 1.321, the termi-
nal portion of the term of the later patent and including in the
disclaimer a provision that the patent shall be enforceable only
for and during the period the patent iscommonly owned with the
application or patent which formed the basis for the rejection,
thereby eliminating the problem of extending patent life.

The example below is illustrative:

ASSUMPTION: Employees A and B work for C,each with
knowledge of the other’s work, and with obligation to assign
inventions to C while employed.

SITUATIONS

1. A invents X and files application with
assignment to C recorded in PTO showing
C’s ownership at the time the inveation X
was made,

RESULTS

This is permissible.

Provisional double patenting re-
jections of the obviousness type
may be made.

Provisional rejection under
§102(c)/103 may bemade in later
filed application.

2. A and B modify ¥ to XY and file
application with assignment recorded
in PTO showing C’s ownership at
the time the invention XY was made.
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"3 Aand Bfile xermmal disclaimers to .|

- and insufficient 37 CFR 1.131

2188.02

. Examiner finds 37 CFR 1.131
 affidavit insafficient; accepts
. terminal discleimers.

overcome provisional double p"zntmg ’

affidevit 10 Gvercome pmvxsmnal
§102(e)/103 re_yccum PR

4. A and B file continuing application This is permissible.

disclosing and claiming both X and XY
and claiming §120 benefit of both prior
applications; both prior applications are
then abandoned.

Examination of Continuing Application Commonly
Owned With Abandoned Parent Application To Which
Benefit is Claimed Under 35 U.S.C. 120.

An application claiming the benefit of a prior filed copend-
ing national or international application under 35 U.S.C. 120
must name as an inventor atleast one inventor named in the prior
filed application. The prior filed application must also disclose
the named inventor’s invention claimed in at least one claim of
the later filed application in the manner provided by the first
paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112, This practice contrasts with the
practice in effect prior to November 8, 1984 (the date of
enactment of Public Law 98-622) where the inventorship entity
in each of the applications was required to be the same for
benefit under 35 U.S.C. 120.

So long as the applications have at least one inventor in
common and the other requirements are met, the Office wili
permitaclaim for 35U.S.C. 120 benefit without any additional
submissions or notifications from: applicants regarding inven-
torship differences.

In addition to the normal examination conducted by the
examiner, he or she must examine the earlier filed application to,
determine if the earlier and later applications have at least one
inventor in common and that the other 35 U.S.C. 120 requirc-
ments are met. The claim for 35 U.S.C. 120 benefit will be
permitted without examination of the earlier application for
disclosure and support of at least one claim of the later filed
application under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph unless it
becomes necessary to do so, for example, because of an inter-
vening reference.

Examination of Commonly Owned Fending Applications
Having Different Inventive Entities Claiming Bencfit
Under35 U.S.C. 120

Commonly owned applications of different inventive enti-
tics may be rejected on the ground of double patenting, Despite
the fact thatalater filed application claims 35 U.S.C. 120 benefit
to an carlicr application, a double patenting rejection may also
be appropriate so long as at least onc inventer is common to each
application. The rejection based on a pending application would
be a provisional rejection since no patent has issued.

If the applications are commonly owned, a rejection of the
applications on the ground of double patenting can be overcome
by an appropriate terminal disclaimer as long as the identical
invention is not being claimed. See /n re Robeson, 141 USPQ
485(CCPA 1964)and/nre Kaye, 141 USPQ 829 (CCPA 1964).
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"‘hefollowmg example is sllustranve' o

ASSUMPTION Employees Aand B work for C each wﬂh :
knowledge of the other’s work, and with obligation to-assign-

inventions to C while employed.

SITUATIONS _
1. A invents X, A and B together ' Thisis permissible
madify X to XY
2. A Iater files application on X This is permissible

with zssignmentto C.

Examiner may rmake provisional
rejection of A and B's application
on grounds of double patenting and
§102(e)/103 in view of A's applica
tion.

3. A and B later file application on
XY with assignment to C.

4. A znd B file 37 CFR 1.131 affidavit  This is permissible

1o swear behind A’ filing date and
terminal disclaimers in both applications.<

>2189 Examination of Joint

Kphcatmns
Under §103 and §116 |

If an zpplication is filed with joint inventors, the examiner
should assume that the subject matter of the various claims was
commonly owned at the tisme the inventions covered therein
were made, unless these is evidence to the contrary. If inventors
of subject matter, not commonly owned at the time of the laier
invention, file a joint application, applicants have an obligation
pursuant to 37 CFR1.56 to point out the inventor and invention
dates of each claim and the Iack of common ownership at the
timethe fater invention was made in order that the examiner may
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 102(f)/103 or 35 U.S.C.
102(g)/103. The examiner will assume unless there is evidence
10 the contrary, that applicants are complying with their duty of
disclosure.

Rev. 6, Oct. 1987
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The followmg exampl e is- 1llusu'auve-

A - Avon-his own ‘-'behalf develops 20 and
dxscloses lt in conﬁdence to B'who'is employed by C: w:th an -

obligation to assign inventions to C whlle employed

SITUATIONS.

1. B medifies X to XY; C later buys X
fromr A and émploys A; applicaliori is’
filed claiming X and XY, naming
inventors A, B, and E,who is the
supervisor of A and B; facts involving

Exammer may requlre restriction
between X and XY, reminding
applicants of the necessity

to correct the inventorship
pursuanuo 37CFR 1.48if the

ownership are disclosed. claims to one or more inventors
: are canceled.

Examiner withdraws restriction
requirement, may reject claims
under § 102(f) after determining
that I did not coniribute to the
claimed inventions; may reject
claims to XY under §102(f)/
103,§102(g)/103 in view of X.

2. Appiicants argue that restriction is
not proper for various reasons.

3. Application is amended pursuantto  Examiner continues to reject XY
37 CFR 1.48 1o remove E as an inventor. under §102(£)/103, §102{(g)/103 in
view of X,

4. Claims to XY are canceled and This is permissible.

application is amended pursuant to 37
CFR 1.48 10 remove B as an inventor.

Foreign applicants will sometimes combine the subject
matter of two or more related applications with different inven-
tors into 2 single U.S. application naming joint inventors. The
examiner will make the assumption, absent contrary evidence,
that the applicants are complying with their duty of disclosure
if no information is provided relative to invention dates and
common ownership at the time the later invention was made.
Such aclaim for 35 U.S.C. 119 benefit based upon the foreign
filed applications is appropriate and 35 U..S.C. 119 benefit can
be accorded based upon each of the foreign filed applications.<
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