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Responsive to a mandBant t11e4 Dec. 5. 1934-

Cla!ma 1-10. 12. 14-~ are the ola!M 1n the ..... 

Cl.a.!me 11 and 13. having been canceled• cannot now be 

recona1d.-ed a a requetrted. 

Claima 1-10. 12. 14-25 appear allo.able. 

Cla1ma 26 to 34 ccma14ered •• method ola1ma are rejeote4 

•• unpatentable UDdw In " kllmads• • .,., App.D.c. 490. ~o eaa­

llti tute a new and uaerul U't a proaeaa mnst be capable ot {rod­

uolDS a berlef'io1al. resul.t 111tb.out the aj.d ot arq- pa~C'U1ar -b­

ani.m tor wheN a proceaa la aimpl,- the t'unct1on or operaticm or 

a machine., 1 t is not an invention. but at 11l0&t the result or cee. 

Cochrane et al. v. Deener et al..,. 18T7 C.D. 2ij2. "!'he 

patentability or a process is entire17 tndependent or the 1D­

atl'UJ!lental1t1es employed and it is immaterial whether or not tba 

mach1nel"1 pointed out aa suitable to perform the proceaa be e1~ 

new or ~tentable". 

Sweetland• 1922 c.n. 6. The claims tor the alleged metbad 

:reviewed ttnd Held that they do not recite a patentable method but -
are for the obviwa and "intended :tunct1on or use ot the apparat;u 

covered by the claims of the patent. 

The pertinency or these decisions is thought obvious. 

These claims are fUrther rejected aa fa111ris to detine 

clearly as will appear ~ron detailed criticism or claim 26. 
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In line 1, "ayatem" 1DA7 mean ''method" or appare.tua, aee 

d1ot10D&J7 UD4•r •IIJ'.tem". ~ret' ore, the claim down to "the 

method" 1n line 4 may ~ oonaidered aa aettin,g forth apparatua. 

U ao. t:he "aethocl" of line 4 and following !a improperly reo1 ted 

aa a piU't or the -r•'-• 1••• apparstua. Ir, how•ver, "system" 

lD.U.na metbod the claim doea not make aonae a1noe 1t in ettect 

Peeitea "In a method o£ d.oin8 aaaethlng, the method ot doing 

aometb1ng •l•e"' aino. the ncryptographia ayatem" of line 26 

appeara to be the old md wall lalown cryptography or Hebern, tor 

u.mple, and the "tnethod 11 o!' line 4 and following ia applicant' a 

method aa perforldd by mea."'1& of the part 5· 
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