














not reflect the changes made by the amendment.

29. ANSWER: (B). The claim language "means responsive to pressure increases caused by the
pulse jet cleaning means for moving particulate matter in a downward direction towards the
bottom of the hopper” does not read on the prior art teaching of a "rigid wall structure leading to
the bottom of the hopper.” [n re Donaldson Co. Inc., 29 USPQ2d 1845 (Fed. Cir. 1994); MPEP
2114. (A) is wrong because the wall still reads on the prior art. Both (C) and (D) are wrong
because to employ pulses or means to dislodge the material also reads on the prior art.

PART I
OPTION 3: BOTTLE STOPPER
3-1. Deleted.

3-2. ANSWER: (E). The tbular body having a spiral thread on the outside surface of the body is
the distinguishing feature which permits the flow of gas from the borttle when the stopper s
partially rotated. The limitations appearing in answers (A) through (D) are all disclosed in the
prior art and would not distinguish the claimed invention.

3-3. ANSWER: (B). The claim in (B) complies with the provisions ot 38 CFR § 1.153(a), and
MPEP 1503.03 for the content and format for a claim for a design invention. (A), and (C)
through (E) are not in the correct format for a design claim because the claim must identify the
article specified in the Title of the Invention and refer to the article “as shown.”

OPTION 4: MULTILAYERED DROPCLOTH

4-1. ANSWER: (A). The claimed thickness range of the center layer is not explicitly or impliedly
taught by the prior art. As is made clear in MPEP 706.02, under the heading “DISTINCTION
BETWEEN 35 U.S.C. 102 AND 103,” “for anticipation under 35 U.S.C. [§] 102, the reference
must teach every aspect of the claimed invention either explicitly or impliedly.” In (B), the
“fabric” is taught by the prior art “dropcioth.” The “center core positioned between first and
second outer layers” of (B) is taught by the prior art “center layer 1" which is shown in Fig. 1
between “outer layers | and 5.” The statement in (B) that “said outer layers made of spun bonded
polypropylene film” is taught in the prior art, which states “outer layers 1 and 5 [are] made of
spun bonded polypropylene film.” Thus, (B) is anticipated by the prior art. In (C), the
“multilayered dropcloth” is taught in line 2 of the prior art. The “first outer plastic layer and a
second outer plastic layer” are taught by the prior art disclosure of “outer layers 1 and 5." The
requirement in (C) for each outer plastic layer consisting of a plastic film that retains water” is
taught by the prior art disclosure of the outer layers 1 and S being “made of spun bonded
polypropylene film which is characterized by its ability to absorb and hold organic and inorganic
liquids.” Lastly, the requirement in (C) for “a center layer comprising plastic film” is taught by the
prior art disclosure of “[a] center layer 3 . . . made of a plastic material.” The plastic material is
implicitly disclosed to be a film given the disclosure of the thickness of the entire dropcloth, and
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the disclosure of the center layer in Fig. 1. Thus, (C) is anticipated by the prior art. Answer (D)
refers, in part, to (C), which is anticipated by the prior art. Answer (E), refers to answers (B) and
(C), which are anticipated by the prior art. Thus, Answers (B), (C), (D), and (E) are incorrect
because each of them relates to claims every aspect of which is explicitly or impliedly taught by
the prior art. Hence, no question of obviousness is present, and the claims lack novelty under 35
U.S.C. §102.

4-2. ANSWER: (C). Inasmuch as the disclosure points out that flexibility is an objective of the
invention and that dropcloths of greater thickness than 0.0015 to 0.005 mils do not meet this
objective, the recitation of “said dropcloth having a thickness within the range of 0.0025 to 0.005
mils” clearly satisfies the requirement of 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, and that the claim
particularly point out and distinctly claim the invention. There is no supporting disclosure for the
provision in (A) for the outer layers being “adhesively bonded” to the center layer, the provision in
(B) for outer plastic layer having surface depressions on the inner surface, or the provision in (D)
for the first and second plastic layers being bonded by heat on an adhesive layer. Inasmuch as (E)
refers to (A) and (B), which lack supporting disclosure, (E) is also relies on answers which lack
supporting disclosure. Thus, (A), (B), (D), and (E) are wrong because none of their passages
recite features which particularly point out and distinctly claim the invention. (C) particularly
points out and distinctly claims a feature of the invention related to the objective of flexibility.

3.3 ANSWER. (D). In (D). the claimed feature is supported by the disclosure and not taught by
the prior art, i.e., first and second outer layers made of spun bonded polypropylene film containing
segments of spun bonded polybutylene. Hence, the claim recited in answer (D) is not anticipated
by the prior art. MPEP 706.02(a) recites, under the heading “DISTINCTION BETWEEN 35
U.S.C. 102 AND 103," that “for anticipation under 35 U.S.C. 102, the reference must teach every
aspect of the claimed invention either explicitly or implicitly.” (A) is incorrect because it claims a
feature taught by the prior art, although supported by the written description, i.e., a center plastic
layer selected from the group consisting of low density polyethylene, linear low density
polyethylene, and polypropylene. The claims in (B) and (C) address features taught by the prior
art. In (B), the claimed feature taught by the prior art, aithough supported by the written
description, is a center layer plastic film containing an inorganic white pigment. In (C), the
claimed feature taught by the prior art is that the surface depressions on the outer surface are
“uniformly distributed” about the outer surfaces of the first and second outer layers, and FIG. 1 of
the prior art depicts “uniformiy distributed” embossed depressions 6 about the outer surfaces of
outer layers 1 and 5. Therefore, aithough the claim in (C) is supported by the written description,
it is also anticipated by the prior art. In (E), a claimed limitation which is not supported by the
disclosure is that the dropcloth have a thickness of “0.0005 mils.”

OPTION 5: OFFICE CHAIR

5-1. ANSWER: (D). In (D). the recited limitation is disclosed as achieving the object of the
invention, i.e., overcoming prior art disadvantage of exerting undesirable upward pressure on
user’s thighs when user attempts to place feet on floor. This satisfies the written descripuon
requirement of 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph. The prior art teaching is inapposite to the
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recited limitation since the user is only able to tilt the seat rearwardly while maintaining his or her
thighs in a substantially fixed position. It is the substantially fixed position of the front portion of
the prior art seat which gives rise to the disadvantage which the recited limitation is able to
overcome. (A), (C), and (E) are wrong because the recited limitations, "casters attached to the
lower most end of said column,” "adjustment means comprising an adjustable screw contained
inside said interconnecting means for locking said means in place,” and "a backrest connected to
said support column” are not supported by the written description. (B) is wrong because the
recited limitation of an assembly comprising "a spring, bolt, nut and washer combination” reads
on the prior art.

5-2. ANSWER: (C). In (C), the claim particularly points out the embodiment of the invention
depicted in FIG. 3. (A) is wrong because “said backrest” lacks an antecedent basis and does not
distinguish between the two embodiments of the invention. (B) is wrong because “said first
bracket,” and “said second bracket” have no antecedent basis in claim 1. (D) is incorrect because
there is no antecedent basis for “said externally threaded screws” have no antecedent basis in claim
1. (E) is incorrect because the written descripton requirement of 35 US.C. § 112, first
paragraph, is not satisfied because a first flange, a second flange, a bolt, and spring captured on
the bolt do not claim the disclosed invention. Thus, in (E) the recited limitation does not
distinguish between the two embodiments of the invention.

3.3 ANSWER. (A) The recited limitation recited in (A) | ie, “the rear portion of the seat is
fixedly secured to a backrest,” is particularly directed to one of the two embodiments relating to
the manner in which the backrest may be attached to the chair. The disclosure recites “A
conventional backrest 50 is provided and the backrest may be attached to either a rear portion of
a seat 52 (not illustrated in Fig. 3) or to the mounting bracket 46." Choices (B), (C), (D), and (E)
recite limitations which are not described in the disclosure. The claimed limutation in (B) of the
“rear portion of the seat is fixedly connected to a frame, said frame being fixed to a backrest”
reads on the prior art. The claimed limitations in (C), "a backrest is fixed to the upper end of said
support column, " in (D), "a backrest is fixed to said base,” and in (E), "the front portion of the
seat is connected to the rear seat portion solely through a bracket beneath the seat” are not
described in the in disclosure of the invention.

OPTION 6: OPTICAL RECORDING MEDIA
6-1. Deleted.

6-2. ANSWER: (C). (C) is supported by disclosure and overcomes prior art. (A) has no
antecedent basis for “said quencher ~ MPEP 2173.05(e). Regarding (B). critical features must be
claimed. For (B". the amount of the quencher is critical, but not set forth. MPEP 2164.08(c).
Moreover. (B) appears to read on the prior art. (D) has narrower and broader ranges for the
quencher, and such ranges are not permitted in the same claim. MPEP 2173.05(c). (E) is wrong
because (B) 1s wrong.

6-3. Deleted.
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