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References made of record: |
Dirkes et al., 1,913, 18}, May 30, lggg 1l 8~1£ Tape

gogehouae, i3 ,5075 Og . 8ﬁ,1 9,
ebern, ept.4,192 3 1
Friedman, 1’532 775, Jen.13.1925. ~-n 3

Art not opecitioally cited ie made of record to
indicate the state of the art.
Claims 1,2,3,4 are rejected as obviously anticinated

by Hebern. :
Claim 5 is rejected as failing toc cefine the inven-

tion in thuat the *maznet® of 1line 6 must te un electro-magnes.
See "mnet" in Jebater's Unabridged (1534) dictionary at

page 1396. The claim only by lmplication and not positively
states that the commutators are moved by respective electro-
megret ard parl-and-ratchcf méchanisme. The claim is therefore
further rejeoted as failing %o define.

Glaims o, 7 are rejeated as obvicusly unpatentable
cver ebern since as will be set forth that which ir language
distinguishes applicant's device ie not an accurate statsment,
namely, a keyinz element which is independent of the eryptograph.
The whole device shown is essential to the operation of the
parts and the keybozrd 1, the transmitter 5, and electro-magnets
It are not independent of each other or of the rest of the devioe.
These claims are also rejeoted as inaccurate.

Claims 8,9,10 are rejected as insccurate in language

just criticised.
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Claims 3,10 are rejected as unpatentadle over claim 8
#1inos as disclosed in Norehouse the use of two tapes is well
knowa {n analogous apparatus.

Claims 11 and 13 are rejected as failing to define the
fnvention since they merely list several articles or sete of
articles dut set forth no struotural ocooperative relationahip
among thea.

Olaims 11-31 are rejected as unpatentadle over Hebern
in 80 far as they definitely state structure.

Claims 17,19,30,31 are rejooted as failing to define
strueture in the means for effecting . . . displacements . . .
in an speriodic manner®.

Claim 18 12 rejected as immoccurate in "exiernal® and
*{ndependent®, 1ine 6, sbove set forth.

Claim 30 is rejected as inaccurate in "external®.

Claim 31,32 are rejected as intangible in "sequende”
and ®*characters®. The claims are rejected as inaccurate in
*non-repeating” since as applioant states on page 11 the device
if operated long enough will repeat itself.

Claims 23~25 having expressions asbove coriticized are
rejectad as failing to defire the invention.

Claims 3o~34 are rojected as unpatentadble under
Poresan, 33§ 0.0. 684, relating to 2 method of sawing log. This
decision states that patentable novelty of mathod claims cannot
be based on positive recitaticns of structural limitations in-
cluded therein. Bweetland 1923 ¢.D. 6 since the stens claimed
®are for the obvious and intended function or use of the apparatus®
desoribed in the claims to the article.

These claims are rejected as unpatentable under Turner,
1834 C¢.D. 35, or Coohran et al. v. Decner et 8l.,1877 C.D. 242,

which are agreed with Robinson's well known stateuent of what is
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required to constitute a patentable process in the words:

"An art 1s an act or a series of acts performed
by soms physical agent upon some physiocal object and prod-
ucing in such object some change either of character orx
condition®.

Obviously no changes of character or condition
are effected by the praoctice of the alleged method.

The claims are all rejected on the ground of mul-
tiplicity under Cewald, 1935 C.D. 30.

Claim 2 is not thought patentably distinct from
claim 1 nor 11 from 13. In 12 the same elements are set
forth as in 11 and in addition, the use of the transmitter
which i{s the only oonceivable use for the same elemsnt in
claim 11.

On allowance of any olaim or upoa appeal, revision
as to form may be required. (Order 2743, May 37,1933.)

Examiner.




