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me: p ot
and rules:

: tlm C ’ommw-xmler m:xy qhspo : ‘
“ention by the inventor. The validity o a patent-shi
~not be questioned for failure of. the Commissioner’

-~ require the 'mplicmlon to bhe rmtrmted to one invention,

Rules 141 tlu‘ough 146 which will be quoted
under pertinent topics, outline Oﬁiov practice
on questions of re trlr'uon ,
802.01 Ml‘anmg of “lndepvndem”
“Dlstmct” ' |

356 U.S.C. 121 quoted in the provpdmg sw-tmn f

otates that the Commissioner may require re-

striction if two or more “independent and dw
tinet”
tion. In Rule 141 the statement is made that

two or more “independent and distinet inven-

Rev, 18, Oct 19605

‘subjects between wluch.

~»distine

inventions are claimed in one applica- ;
that may be “distinct” m

has been proper, are dependent subjects, such,

- for"ewamp]e as combination and a subcombina-

nd app‘a

ch the compcm m
,,prodnct made by such
Qectlon 121 were intended to ’
to approve division f,
ord “mde"'

se of ll stmtlon qu‘e 5uch?}

,ver.‘ not the intent of Con- =

pendent . In¢

Jaw has long been

inventions ( frequent y '
tions) such as used for illustratio

be pmpmh divided if they are, 1n

nct” inventions, even though depend ~
Vhlln u:ordm'lry parlance, two_ inv

that are “independent” (i.e., not dependent)
might also be considered as m‘t‘umtelv termed
", the converse is not true. Inventions
may be dependent. and
clnm thew rm “mdependent” could not accu-




< and product m

, grachoe,
anufacture, use

ut are capable of sep
_or sale as claimed, and
_ each other

g to
sub]ects .
It is further noted that the ter
pendent” anc t” are used in dec1
_with varying
> read care

relatlng to an election

nvenhom, e. g - 8N election

), 'doppnd(‘nt ).
t}mn n «hmxmg_’ ni rlhtuutnms is x(»qunvd to

‘:ub‘-at.lllfl.l((‘ a restriction r(qmwn ent.

n apparently protects th ppli
thfe dangers tﬁat prewously might h

e issuance of two patents
mventlon. ‘Therefore to ]gu

, the anary am-

; rements for

plicable only to cases mvolvmg two or moref
'mpphcatlons and/or patents havmg the samein-
’ventwe entity and where an mventxon clalmed_‘ »

 case is the same as, or not ly’,
from, an invention

'804.01 Nullification ;,f Doi.me Paten

~ing Rejection [R—20]
5 U.S.C. 121,
lere the ()ﬁlce

.1ppment\mllh n of double patontmg 1
und of rejection or invalidity in such
yses a heavy. bmden on the Office to
gainst erroneous requirements for re-
n ero the clalmq deﬁne cs@entmlly the

‘Rev, 20, Apr 1969 ,




“requirement made by the Examiner, due_ o
_ fact that the claims have been changed in ma-
rial respec claims at the time the

Double Pa
[R-20]

If two or more cases are |
___ventive entity, and if the
_the patents, granted or to be granted
same, either because of a common issi
by reason of the filing of one or m
disclaimers, two or more patents may p

be granted, provided the claims of the different

‘cases are not drawn to the same invention (In re
Knohl, 155 USPQ 586; Ir ;
USPQ #04). . L

Claims that differ from each other (aside from
minor differences in langnage, punctuation,
ete.), whether or not. the difference is obvious,

are not considered to be drawn to the same inven-
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ter and to limit the claims of the :
tion accordingly. If the assignee does not
~ comply with this requirement and presents the
interfering claims in both cases, an interfer-

_ Attention is directed

wold, 150

_ determine priori

different inventive entities aj

£ Rule 201(c).

red or con-

. covering the co
d be suggested as
being taken to insu
er all the conflicting
.on to state which

that subject mat- -

other applica-

ence should be declared.

to Rule 208 if there is a common attorne
goested claims are not presented ‘withi

time allowed, rejection should be mad

ground of disclaimer as indicated

f after taking out a patent, a common

: gnee presents claims for the first time in & =
_copending application not patentably distinet

from the claims in the patent, the claims of the
application should be rejected on the ground
that the assignee, by taking out the patent at
a time when the application was not claiming




double patentir
_ sional case (whe

‘The gonom] prmm
ness or independence s
be summar ized as anow,

no dmv]mod wlﬂlmn thpmhomé
m mwlhmoof s mtlnmxm

form ’ind pa

assumption, of course,

sed cmbodwment of an invention, re
therebetween should never be reqmrad

(atlonq optmnalh h]ed by
ng the same embod
‘tion can be 'lllowed
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. species under a ger
Forexample,agenusof p
flering in the manne

ire is formed }
crease in its holding

.s Are TREATED EXTE?

pééieéef—Ce

; down the general rule that""
required to one of two or

, ependent inventions. Rule 141 makes
n excepti o this, providing that up to five

- gpecies may be claimed in one application if
_ the other conditions of t

T types (
nproper under eit
required.
two different
other may «
generic inventio
57 : 84 O.G. 12

X parte

~ practice under election of spect

_tiee appli 1 triction between combhina-
tion and s i e o
 Asa further e
pounds may
medinte and

£ earbon com-

shown, Distinetness is proven if it can be shown
that the intermediate produet is neeful ot
than to make the final prodnet. Otherw
discloged relationship would preciude
heing issued in separate patents,

tion cov
claim eannot 1n

amp for.
different
o generic claim.

1er as inter-
1 fin Thu species .

~are not Independe order to sustain
_ restriction requirement, distinetness must be

sive that it is generic.

y ement or subcombina

‘the several species. i
ossible to define a _generic claim
recision existing in the case of a
term. In general, a generic claim
de no material element additional
ted in the species claims, and mus

thin its confines the o
each of the speci

e of obtaining claim:
obials

~ For the purpo
than or.e speci

each ‘of the add

stated. the claims \
included i ase in addition to a single spe-
cies must tain all the limitations of the

Once a claim that is determined to be generic
allowed. the claims restricted to species i

dditior to one but not to exceed four addi-
ional species, provided they comply. with the
requirements. will ordinarily
lowable in view of the allowane

of the generic

~claim, since the additional species will depend
thereon or otherwise include all of the limita

tions thereof. e ,
When all or some of the claims directed to

one of the species in addition to the first do

not inclnde all the limitations of the generic

claim, then that species eannot he claimed in
the same case with the other species, see

809.02{c) (2).
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obviously al-



_ cation filed

e independence f the

imder mn ld ra-

for he qecond s !
s quentlv ewpre«od‘bv
: to be restricted to different. spe

ffmutu'm]]v exclusive char: oter -

al apph-

suant t'()‘,‘md ol

. "1pp]1r-nt10n .

claimed ,
1 in the pa

emahle 0

i ntmn mntmmng clalms

e Examiner =~h0u]d o

five species nunless |

require restr
1 be prepared to allow

is alntx-fﬁocl that 1

f presented in a divisional appli-
ccording to the 1m|11|xolnont Rn-
- sfrxr'tmn shmll«] nm e e quired if the species

' pares

. ,Rt:v, 1%, Oct. 19068

ble. ‘pqtontmfr in vi

-each of 'he'cl.nmwl species over the

.jfl,umc'd are distinet,

, an’ apphcant
another apphcatmn for a di

the generic claims
thr)ugh the appho

ing two or more species -

arately claimed in two or more .

,",;p'nenh to th/ s¢
'm]ng a ,pec; < prpv)ouql) ] l’ﬂ(“(] ng :l]l])h' ‘ m'lef fll] he ]))'P"/’)If ina 8‘7’"(/]f
' . one of the patents.

entor issued on copend-

If present in two or more
patents, the generic claims in the later paten
are void. Thnus generic claims in an i
tion should be rejected on

w of the generic’

the patent..

806.05

Whe ufm 0o
heing claimed. the pri
termined in connect vith a requirement to
restrict or a rejection on the ground of double.

patenting is whether or not the inventions as
If thm are not distinet,

inventions are

pa] question to be de- e



- to. questions of dou bl ;

Relative tfo questions of restric

~ combination is alleged. the

_be asmmed to be allowa s pomted ‘out in
806.02. in the absence of a he lding by the Ex
aminer to the ~ When a c]alm
found in a pate as already bee i
by the Office to

Process and appamtu for 1ts p ,
shown to ‘be distinet inventions, if either or
following can he shown: (1) that

j wwd can be practiced by an-

lifferent apparatus or by

inking  clair Likewise re o of ~hand, or (2) that the apparatus as claimed can
stricted inventions, shoul L > used to practice another and materlall_y dxf

process

: either

n “]”"h .ﬂ"" "X‘”“”,"’]')( )9]1 ] or both of the following can be shown (1)

€.200N that the?})rocess as claimed is not an obvious

, : , ~ process of making the product and the process

806.05 - o ¢ as claimed can be used to make other and dif-
; 05(c)  Uriteria of DIsUNCINess fOY  ferent products, or (2) that the product as
| | Combination, Subcombina-  climed can be made by her and matermlls ;
non or Element of a Com- different process G

806.05(x) Appara Tand Product

,twns [R—-18]k

To =-nppm'f a r(-qmmmont to restrict hetween

the claimed inventions of two or more combina-
tions: of two or more subrombinations: of two 'I‘he criteria are the same as in 806. 0; )(f) sub-

or more clements of a combination: of a  stituting apparatus for process.
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and (2) the reasons for insis
herebetwe ;

application containin
/ ,ent thmgs.]

ed respec-

es that m ,

cmemv to chmv a sop‘n’af
- semmio clagsifieation. '
‘A single disclosed species must
a prerequisite 1o applying the pro
Rule 141 to fmuf .ul«htumﬂ] «p@rws if n generic

he genus lsy un-
relationship dis-

.'od br-t ween .spw, es isclosed relation

o ,,,va 18, Utl mm ,

“volve differe

Inall apphcatl
are present and a ge
multiplicity of speci
and burdensom:

quired,

ies should be made, ‘

prior to a searc ' o
In'fall cases

1€ apjy '
'sectmns bO‘) O2(b) (c or (e).
an election is made pursuant to a telephone
the next action should mcludo full

dlceloced in the apphoatlon.
1t10n= claimed are related, ar '

, lelated inv

as claimed, restriction is nev er proper

If apphmm optionally rest ct: doub]e P

mg ‘may be held. A

Where the related inv entmm .
' tutory classes (e.g., |
and appara for its practice, pro
product made, or apparatus and {)1 oduct ma

~and are shown to be distinet un( er. th
of ﬂorh(mSBOG Sie— mi
~ to establish reasons for insis
tion (see BOB(2)), must sho
'_,(wplﬂn i
eriteria for distinctness:

ion one of the f()l]m\m;_r .u]dltmna]_

() ‘mpfu.tto classification thereof :
ws that ench distinet subject
ogmlmn in t]w art as a separate sub
and also a wpnmtv




. pon exa : pph

contamm claims to distinct inventions linking

ould neverthe-

for (leﬁmtmn of

1aim dmwn to an
s 1ot lmL olmms

aggregation
t 'y mrm‘ p]emex

. A‘léftel indnding nn’]y e
ment or a telephoned reqmm

(the Iatter being encournged) will be effected,

; &zpomfvm,r_r which clmmq are considered
hone prm

o ‘mg ('l‘nm ‘mrl no r({]m'hon c)f thw t lann‘-
A 30-day shortened statutory period will be
Such

'wt fm' response to a written rwyurmrwm

s0 that not more than fiv

& 4 Te mrement or

no citation of pater «
or. elasmﬁcatxon or uti The ee[
‘grouping of

tion of the tota], ‘

p J
mﬁmtzon or " separate
class,

_The linking claims must be ex
he invention elected, and should.
laim be allowed, re]omder of the di

, \"'ntmm must be permltted

809. 02 Generic Claim Lmkmg Specles, :

[’nder Ru]e 141, an allowed generic claim
pto five dlsclomd apec-les embraced |

d | in Rule 146

r»luim prwnted is a]lowable. shall’ rpqui‘ ‘the appli-
cant in his response to that action to Ple('t ‘that specios
of Tis mwntion to w thh his claims shall be restricted X
if no generie claim is ﬁnnlh held allowable. However, '
if _such application contains ‘claims directed > more
rh.m five Wies. the oxaminer may require restriction

5 nf tho aimg to not nmore. than ﬁve speme« hofnro taking

aminer may require restri J
pecies are qeparately

It may be used in ag-
avated ¢ T ﬂhphmtv of qpef-les,
,thmt acting generic claims, to_narrow
the issues down to five species. But see
86.04(h). L .

claimed, is per
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no genene ,

_for defini

ggray

he dhelo;éd '

requit emen
he merits, S

pur se of the secon
T be comp ef‘e"

ppl ahom ¥
( roompamed by an acti

for res ,
u I ‘xrtxon mll bv co

‘111 ('me

'spemes to which his
rmfrwtm] if no gonorw elaim i is

m;_r of .111 rLum‘-, re.ul.tl)k tlwmnn
ent that 1 generic claim is allowable,
or that all elaims are ;,rmwrw or
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rein a reqmrement ,
non

amended to be

r the eh*(*tmn. appli-
hich are readable on the

;f p &5 : )
equired 1‘) to elect a single
ough t]uc.re uylyremeut

f this section except :
Q

wn case or

.m\ sul»(’quem e rmn on the merits /m/l el
5 ot heen made, applieant

1d“~generw.11nd a req
splicant elect a single s )e
wed grnus unless the spe lee :
forn r(‘qun(-(l by Rule.
_species are. claimed.
should be stated:
advlsod that his esp'

A )p]u mt is entitled m

| ormsldor.\tum of ¢lnims to not more than for
- disclosed species in addition to the elected

- cies, which

: re. e ma
all elvimsg restricted 1o eac

clnims to each additional sy 1
in dependent form or otherwise include all. tho

limitations of an allowed generic (']‘l”l'l as  pro-
vided by R ,141 il : ~ :

e claim is dllm\ ah]v,



. 'lddlfl(m'l

he as fallow
When any cl

tional specie

claim is not

that species

from fm‘the

quired form, a7/ cla
held to b(' withe

_ eration in this e

this species do.

include all of the limitat]
generie elaim. q%‘l‘qured b
the case is other

‘tional paragrapl

should be added to

other%xse
llow ed

f -1pplu,

/ ,])])]l(' wmt i giver mw
o amend
ke

ims to the nonelected ~peme~ hx Yo

dment and pass the case
The prosecution 5 ¢

except for consideratio of the ah
 Claims directed to species not ¢
un allowed generie claim shonld be tre‘lted as
follows: Claims _._________ are for species not
_embraced by allowed generic claims
. as reqmred by Ri 41 and are withd:
- from furtlwr (onsxderatmn in t}, '

142(b). ~ ,

809f02<d)

ire presented no

restriction
where the generic e
plicity of sp
burdensome search is necessary. Se
*0%.01(a). If after an action on only
elaims sith no restriction requirement,

n lw rwlmrod except in those cases
alms recite snehoa omulti-

pt for the

No' Species (:1@5,,,3 (R

ies tlmt an unduly extensive and

f‘!’i(‘l‘lf'/ ‘

appli- he mnst n"nmmr

fict the .1pp]1mt on
but presented in the same case
Jaims wenem]]v caHPd “hnh
the

~“toan afrrrre"anrm or (-nmbnmtm
“the 0L11m~ nt two or more. el(’menh tl

of two or more subcombi
The most common ty
e, if allowed, act to pre
mventmn- ﬂmt c"m othe

]mlung spomes cl11m=
product defined”
mknw pr oper pI

ecessar) process of making a .
_ product

: _]mkz dﬁpm er appamtu

Wh inking claims exis
, ion requirement only o
requirement to restrict. (the latter |
_will be effected, specifying which eclain
. dered to lw]mkmn' L ,

809 01 Retentlon of 'Cl‘

)rodwmml upon
non- J"O\\ﬂbl ity of generu- or other type
inking elaims. applicant is entitled to refain
the case claims to the non- nlm‘tpd mvommn
or inventions,
Tf o linking elniin is nﬂm\od the
nmsf thereafter examine spomm not. to (»vvod
five .if -the ]mkm«v v'hnn is generie t}mrefo, or
‘j‘_(']'nms to ﬂm nono]noted
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1888

defer action on novelty

Ex parte
 Ex parte

fter the requirement 1s

ve Though Grouped

 Together in Parent Case
h inventions are groupe

ng may be req

_ case if proper.

t should be made by an exam-
examine at least one of the

_ordinarily shou

. restriction in an application

~ will at the same time act on the claims to the
_ elected invention.” Thus, action is ordinarily
given on the elected invention in the action

making the requirement final.

811 Time for Makmg Requirement

~ Rule 142(a), 2nd sentence: “If the

ness and independence of the invent

clear, such requirement (i.e. election of the in-
vention to be claimed as required by 1st sen-

tence) will be made before any action upon the
merits; however, it may be made at any time

Rev. 18, Oct, 1968

_ striction requirement includin

~ claimed subject matter of whi

in his group. Such an applicat
transferred to a group to which a
of the subject matter belongs.

12.01 y"i"éklépli(‘)ﬁ‘érRestrictiOn Practlce o
© [R-18] e o

If an examiner determines that a requirement
for restriction should be made in an applica-
tion, he should formulate a draft of such re-

those claims considered to be linking and

generic, No search or rejectinn, of the linking

claims should be made. Thereupon, he should
telephone the attorney of record and ask 1if he
will make an oral election, with or without

indication of




‘ 'm'lde, the létte s
Examiner’ s Ame

statement that the prosecution is closed
tice of allowance will be sent in due cours

e the E’w partg

Quayle practice, : these would

usually be dra
quiring paymer L :
Should the lected claims be found a]lo“ able
tion, and an oral traverse was

xaminer should include in his action

t under Section 821 01. MPF P,
makl

144).

_an authorlzatlon to
claims by an Examine
the case to iss '

In either
caution should be exermsed to deter
of the allowed claims are linking or
fore cancelling the non-elected claims.
Where the respective inventions are. Jocated
in different groups the requirement for restric-
tion should be made only after consultation
with and approval by all groups involved. If

e 1f any
reric be-

an oral election wonld eanse the 'xppllmtlon to

he examined in another group, the i ,mnn;:
group should transfer the dpphcatmn” wi

signed memorandum of the restriction require-
ment and a record of the interview.
~ceiving group will incorporate the substance of
this memorandum in its official letter as indi-
cated above. Differences as
should be settled hy the existing chain of com-

¥22-987 () - 68 - 4

restriction final and giving app]x- '
th to either cancel the non-elected

(,lalm% r tqke other approprlate action (Rule
‘be treated as

The re-

to restriction
' should be m'u.le to have the requirement com-

toa pftrtlcular dM‘losed species shou
 tioned if '

to make the requ

,, 'ffeach sep'mlte su
ject should be noted alon;z,thh a statement of

the_ subject matter to which they are drawn.
‘This is the best way to most clearly and pre-

/indicate to apphcant how the a plication
ou]d be restrxnted It consists in identifving

the omission to {rroup a clalm, or placing a

the wrong group will not affect the

: proprxetv of a final requirement where the re-
_quirement is other

se proper and the correct

disposition of the omitted ~~0 erroneou:h

'frmuped clait

i

i thv one of the
; be e]octed

81 5 , Make Requlrement Comp lete

1en makm,«z a rpquxrement every effort
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in each g
ship of
- drawn to Pr;

_ produc

tion or separate s

oxample, by c!aas an

is 'ulequate mchoatmn nf the forn
when election of species is reqmred ,
'fNooutlme”nf etter is griven for

mem‘ to restrz

‘of

original g requ n'emen,
1 (-]udmo' those h

Rev,

A. Statement of the requ,remenf

Identify each ¢ (
List claims in each group
 Check ac v of numberin

~ Give short de«;ﬂﬂptmn of total extent of
the subject mafter claimed in edoh

__group
Point out r'ntrcal olmms llﬁ'erent

_ scope ~
Identify whether ('onﬂ)nmtmn, stthcom-

hmatmn. proce apparatus or prod-
uct ‘ .
Classify each grou

18, Oct. 196%

hon

, Demorptmte appar
other process (rare).
Pro“e% and /or appar atu‘;——Produ(-

(or qpparatus) can produce”

other product "(rare) , :
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, apphcatmn i
single invention has heenn ‘mac

cents species claims to ¢
T with the requirement of Rule 111.

( mvent on he

he prac ,
cases w 1th only

' Where apphmnt is. d‘ummg two or mnr»
inventions (which may be species or varions
types of relate nvonnons) and as a res
action on aims he cancels the claims tr
one or more of such inventions. leaving claims
to one invention, and such claims are acted
upon by the ex iner, the chlde inventiion
hus acted upon is elected.

 '8]8 03 Express Flpcuon and Traverse

_ Rule 143. Reconsgi mtmn of requirement. If the
,;,mphc.mt di‘mgrc the requirement for restric-
tion, he may req ﬁst reconsideration and withdrawal
or modification of the r&-qmromont giving the rr‘,ﬁmnk
In requesting recons

therefor (see rule 1110,
the applicant must indicate a provisional
one invention “for prosecntion, which invent
be the one elseted in the event the reqguirers
comoes final, The requirement for restriction wil

reconsidered on such a request, 1 the reqiire i
repeated andimade final, the examiner.will at the
' almss to the invention electéd,

titne act-on the

 must respond to ever:

‘a provisional election

i of

grmmd of objec
prior office achon, s

r this rule,

. speci callv point out the reasons on which he
' ba s conelusio th:

a requirement to Te-
broad allegation that
n error does not comply
Thus ‘the

f-prowsmnal election (See 81?,03( b})
S n election without travers ,

requirement is

As noted in the second sentenve of Rule' 14‘3
st be made ;even
though the requirement is traversed.

All requirements shou a m:-nchxd ,

:1ng p‘qugr‘lph a sentence stating in substance:

“Applicant is advised that his response to be
comp]ete must include an election mncopant
with the requirement, see Rule 143.” .

' suggested: concluding stateme

he reworded to fit the facts of the particular

requirement, e.g.. as in 809 02(a) cpcond form
paragraph nnder (3). ,

818.03(c¢) Must Traverse To Preserve

; Right of Petition

Rule 144. Petition from requirement Jor reatriction.
After a final requirement for restr jetion, the applicant,
in auldition to making ‘any response dite ‘on the re.
mainder of the action. may petition the Commissioner
to review the reqmremvm Petition mny be deferred
antil after final action on or ullnwnnm of claims to
the invention elected, but must he filed not later than

appeal, A petition will not be considered it recongid-
eration of the wqmrvmunt Wi nut wquemM (See
rile 181,)
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since the record ' ,
to the proygrlety of restriction.
Where, .

akf*s the product fmd hat
her present known proce v
product can be made. If ;
final in spite of such traverse.
_ petition is preserved even hm

. claims are ca

t mu%t make hxs own elecno
o the elwnon i

The general policy of the Ofﬁmdq nnt to

permit the applic nt to shift to claiming an-
other invention after an election is once made
and action given on the ele ~nh]nrt matter
When claims are presented which the Exam-

iner ‘holdg are drawn to an invention other

than e]mtad he should treat the (:]mms as out-
lined m 821.03.

Where the inventions are distinet 'md of

such a nature that the Office compels restrie-

tion, an vlontmn is not waived even thongh the

examiner gives action upon the patentahbility
of the claims to the non-elected invention. Ex
parte Loeswenbach 1904 C.1. 170, 110 O.G. 857,
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an applicant’s election. the subject m:ntt(*r of

the interference issues is not elected.  An :l[)-
phvmt nmv, after tho tvrmm.ltmn of the m

_parte
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upon reconsider
‘um that the requirement fo
proper he shonld state in th nexfOﬂic ion
‘that the requirement for i is with-
drawn and give an .u-tmn on all the claims.
If the requirement is repeated and made
final. in that and in each subsequont action.

the claims to the nonelected invention slmu]d \

be treated eul)«mntm]lv as folloy

“Claims .
further ¢
H2(h),
species). the 'c-qnlrvnwnt having hm'n traversed
i paper \n

ideration by the examiner,

S0 stand wnthdmwn from ‘,
Rule

heing for a nonelected invention (or

_prosecuti
for coxmclem on o

quu'ement for

lndlcate in-his act'o thak

tion has beev

7 cancel the non , ;
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: 21 02 After Electmn Wlth utr Trav ‘

he initial qurement is not tra-
ersed, if adhered to, appropriate action should

 be given on t nolected claims and the claims
S to fhe nonelected m\m ti
, cnhstantmllv as fr)llo

1 should be tre.lted

1 rom

Rule

'lthd faAWn

further mns: the examiner,

142(b), as being for a nonelected invention {or

ecies). E lection was mado without tr'n erse
in paper No.. ! .

This will show that Jpph(-
tained the right to petition fmm tho roqmrn-
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specxes) nonelected
' thece clazms h.we bei

laims added bv amevdment fo]lom
tion b}, the examiner. 818.01, 818.02

mventlon, other tha previously claimed, :
v Rule 145.

if the amendment is enter
! ,md review. as provided i

(identify t
(indicate how the inventio
original presentation of lmm,
(or Wlthout) traverte in P

I1. Claims ____.. ,
(1dent1fy invention. nge facm'\l ho
reasons
elected mventlon. show sepa

_or status, efe.. 1.e., make mmplete sho
propriety of quuxrmmm in manner simi
original roqmrement )e ;
 Applieant is required tc restriet the claims
_to the invention previously Jected, and thus
the claims of group H are held withdrawn
from further congideration by th(- caminer
by the prior election, Rule ]12(b)

Of course, a r'()mplﬂfe action on all elaims to
the elected invention should be given.

Note that the above practice is intended to
have no eﬁ’mt on the practice stﬂtcd in 1101.01.
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Co-pending Before the Exam-
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In a«rgqumd qtmhonc no other re;m‘tmn
need be entered on the claims held unpatentable
over the claims of the other application. “How-
ever, any additional claims in the one applica
tion that are not rejected on the elaims of the
othcr qhould be fully n-«-‘m»d :
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