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Summary of Facts and Subm ssi ons

1283.D

The appel | ant contests the decision of the exam ning
division to refuse application No. 95 932 457.5. The
reason given for the refusal was that the subject-
matter of claiml filed wwth the letter dated 8 My
2000 did not involve an inventive step, having regard
to the prior art known from

D1: CA-A-2 036 560

and comon general know edge in the art relating to the
so-called tip and ring function.

Substantially anmended clainms were filed with the
statenment of grounds of appeal.

Wth the summons to oral proceedings, the Board drew
attention to

D2: US-A-5 117 223

which is listed in the international search report and
had been cited by the exam ning division in the
conmuni cation posted on 7 April 1999.

Oral proceedings were held on 8 May 2003. After

di scussion of the case, the appellant filed anended
claims 1 to 11 and pages 1, 2, 2a, 3 and 8 of the
descri ption.

The appel | ant requested that the decision under appeal
be set aside and that a patent be granted in the
foll owi ng version
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- Claims 1 to 11 filed in oral proceedings on 8 May
2003;

- Description: pages 1, 2, 2a, 3 and 8 filed in oral
proceedi ngs on 8 May 2003; pages 4 to 7 of the
publ i shed application (W 96/07995); and

- Drawi ngs: sheets 1/6 to 6/6 of the published
appl i cation.

VI . Caim1l1lis now worded as foll ows:

"An al arm devi ce, conpri sing:

an encl osure (10);

an interface control panel secured within said
encl osure (10) and accessi bl e through an opening in
sai d encl osure;

a mcroprocessor board (22) installed within said
encl osure, said board (22) being in conmunication with
said interface control panel

a signal receiver (24) installed wthin said enclosure
(10), said receiver (24) being in comrunication with
said m croprocessor board (22), said receiver (24)
bei ng capabl e of receiving signals fromat |east one
zone wWithin a structure being nonitored;

a comunication circuit secured within said enclosure
(10), and independent of any hard wired tel ephone |ines
connected to said structure, for initiating a tel ephone
call to a location apart fromsaid structure; and

1283.D Y A
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an audio siren (14) connected to said m croprocessor
board (22),

characterized by

a built-in strobe Iight (26) secured in said enclosure
(10) and electrically connected to said m croprocessor
board (22); and by

a built-in notion detector (16) secured in said

encl osure (10), electrically connected to said

m croprocessor board (22) and adapted to nonitor the
envi ronnment of the location of said al arm device;

wherein said audio siren (14) and said strobe |ight
(26) are adapted to be activated when said zone of said
structure has been breached or said notion detector
(16) has been activated.™

Clains 2 to 11 are dependent on C aim 1.

The appellant's argunents concerning the present
request may be summarized as foll ows.

The subject-matter of aiml differed fromthe al arm
devi ce according to D1, which was the cl osest prior
art, by the features recited in the characterizing part
of the claim Neither DL nor D2 disclosed a built-in
strobe light or a built-in a notion detector. D1 did
not disclose a stand-al one device. The seal ed housing
in D1 consisted of three independent conpartnents so
that the various built-in conponents were not al

housed in a single chanber encl osure. The device

di sclosed in D2 had to be assenbl ed by the user and the
built-in conponents were not all housed in a single
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enclosure. It was a conplicated device which could be
easi |y damaged. There was no easy way to conbine
features fromDl and D2 to arrive at the clained
device, which had full integration of all conponents,
was not as easily destroyed as the prior art devices,
and did not require assenbly by the user.

Reasons for the Decision

1

1283.D

The appeal is adm ssible.

The features recited in the present clains are al

di sclosed in the application as originally filed, see
WO 96/07995: clains 11 to 14, pages 4 to 8 and the

dr awi ngs.

The description has been adapted to the anended cl ai s
and to nmention the prior art known from Dl and D2.

The anmendnments do not infringe Article 123(2) EPC

The cl osest prior art anong the docunents cited by the
exam ning division is D1, which discloses an al arm

devi ce according to the precharacterising portion of
claiml, it being noted that the claimdoes not clearly
exclude the possibility of the "encl osure" being

di vided into conpartnents

D1 does not disclose a strobe light or a built-in
notion detector. The al arm device disclosed in Dl has
up to four renote notion detectors having built-in
transmtters tuned to respective channels of a receiver
mounted within the housing of the alarm device. The D1
alarm has built-in tenperature sensors and can serve as
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a stand-alone fire alarm but it has no built-in
intrusion detectors of any kind and cannot serve as a
st and-al one intrusi on al arm

The subject-matter of claiml differs fromthe alarm
device known fromDl in that the clainmed al arm device
conprises a built-in strobe light secured in the

encl osure and electrically connected to the

m croprocessor board and a built-in notion detector
secured in the enclosure, electrically connected to the
m croprocessor board and adapted to nonitor the

envi ronment of the location of the alarm device, and
the audio siren and strobe light are adapted to be
activated when said zone of said structure has been
breached or the notion detector has been activated.

Thanks to the built-in notion detector, the clained

al arm devi ce can serve as a stand-al one intrusion
alarm which can better nonitor the environnent of the
| ocation of the alarm device, cf object of the
invention as stated in the third paragraph on page 2a
of the description.

D2 discl oses a portabl e stand-al one al arm devi ce which
has, inter alia, a spot light and a notion detector
built in an alarmunit which, in use, is nmounted at the
top of a stanchion erected by the user. A control box
for the alarmis installed within a safe at the bottom
of the stanchion. This device is designed for use on
buil ding sites which are usually rather poorly
demar cat ed.

In the judgenment of the Board, given that the al arm
device of D1 already has up to four renpote notion
detectors, a person skilled in the art who wanted the
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alarm device to be able to nonitor the environnent of
the | ocation of the alarmdevice would sinply arrange
for this to be done by one of the renpte detectors. The
teaching of D2 would not render it obvious to himto
provide the D1 device with a built-in notion detector
in addition to the signal receiver for receiving
signals fromthe renote notion detectors. Nor would it
be obvious to introduce a strobe |ight and arrange for
it and the audio siren to be activated when a zone of a
noni tored structure has been breached or the built-in
noti on detector has been acti vat ed.

9. The Board therefore concludes that the subject-matter
of claim1l shall be considered as involving an

i nventive step in accordance with Article 56 EPC.

10. The Board finds that the application neets the
requi renents of the EPC.

Or der

For these reasons it is decided that:

1. The deci sion under appeal is set aside.
2. The case is remtted to the departnent of first
instance with the order to grant a patent in the

foll owi ng version

- Claims 1 to 11 filed in oral proceedings on 8 May
2003;

- Description: pages 1, 2, 2a, 3 and 8 filed in oral
proceedi ngs on 8 May 2003; pages 4 to 7 of the

1283.D
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publ i shed application (W 96/07995); and

- Drawi ngs: sheets 1/6 to 6/6 of the published
appl i cation.

The Regi strar: The Chai r man:

D. Sauter W J. L. \Weeler
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