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Summary of Facts and Subm ssi ons

The appeal contests the decision of the Opposition

D vision of the European Patent Ofice rejecting the
opposition pursuant to Article 102(2) EPC. The deci sion
was di spatched by registered letter with advice of
delivery to each party on 19 Decenber 2002.

The Appel lant (Opponent) filed a notice of appeal on
28 February 2003 and paid the appeal fee on the sane day.

No statement setting out the grounds of appeal was filed.

1. By a communi cation dated 3 June 2003 sent by registered
letter with advice of delivery, the Registry of the
Board inforned the Appellant that no statenent of
grounds had been filed and that the appeal could be
expected to be rejected as inadm ssible. The Appel |l ant
was invited to file observations within two nonths.

L1l No answer has been given to the Registry's

conmuni cati on

Reasons for the Decision

As no witten statenent setting out the grounds of appeal has
been filed and the notice of appeal contains nothing that
coul d be regarded as a statenment of grounds pursuant to
Article 108 EPC, the appeal has to be rejected as inadm ssible
(Article 108 EPC in conjunction with Rule 65(1) EPC)
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Or der

For these reasons, it is decided that:

The appeal is rejected as inadm ssible.

The Regi strar: The Chai r man:

G Magouliotis C. Andries

2214.D

T 0284/ 03



