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Summary of Facts and Submn ssions

The nention of the grant of European patent

No. O 532 005 in respect of European patent application
No. 92 115 518.0 filed on 10 Septenber 1992 was
publ i shed on 27 Novenber 1996.

1. The patent as a whol e was opposed by the respondents
(opponents | and I1) under Article 100(a) on the
grounds that the subject-matter of claim1 | acked an
i nventive step, under Article 100(b) on the grounds
that the patent did not disclose the invention in a
manner sufficiently clear and conplete for it to be
carried out by a person skilled in the art, and under
Article 100(c) on the grounds that the subject-matter
of the patent extended beyond the content of the
application as originally filed.

L1l By decision posted on 16 June 1998 the Opposition
Di vi sion revoked the patent. The Opposition Division
hel d that the subject-matter of claim1l | acked an
inventive step in the light of the prior art reflected
by docunents
D4: GB-A-2 242 821;
D5: EP-A-0 070 163.

| V. O the other docunents filed in the opposition
proceedi ngs, the foll ow ng docunents played a role
during the appeal proceedings:
D3: EP-A-0 422 504;

D11: US-A-4 883 707.

1488. D Y A
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The appel |l ant (patent proprietor) |odged an appeal,
received at the EPO on 26 August 1998, agai nst that
deci sion and sinultaneously paid the appeal fee. The
statenment setting out the grounds of appeal was
received at the EPO on 26 COctober 1998.

Wth the letter dated 10 March 1999 in response to the
appel l ant's grounds of appeal, respondent Il filed
docunent

D12: US-A-4 652 484.

Oral proceedi ngs took place on 22 May 2001.

The appel | ant requested that the decision under appea
be set aside and that the patent be maintained in
anmended formon the basis of

d ai ns: 1to 11, as filed during the ora
pr oceedi ngs

Descri ption: pages 2, 8, 9, 14 to 18, 20 to 22 as
grant ed
pages 3, 3a, 4 to 7, 10 to 13, 19 as
filed during the oral proceedings

Dr awi ngs: Figures 1A to 1C, 6Ato 6C, as filed
during the oral proceedings
Figures 2, 3, 7 to 18c as granted
according to the main request;

or that the patent be naintained according to the first
or second auxiliary request filed with the letter dated
20 April 2001. The appellant further requested that
docunent D12 not be admtted into the appea
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proceedi ngs.

Respondent | requested that the appeal be dism ssed.

Nobody was present on behalf of respondent 11, who had
been duly summoned pursuant to Rule 71(1) EPC. The
proceedi ngs were continued without him (Rule 71(2)
EPC). According to the latest witten subm ssions,
respondent Il requested that the appeal be dism ssed.

Caiml according to the nmain request reads as fol |l ows:

"1. An absorbent article (10), conprising: a backsheet
| ayer (30) which has |ength and w dth di nensi ons and
whi ch includes a front wai stband section (12), a rear
wai st band section (14), and an internedi ate section
(16) interconnecting said front and rear wai stband
sections; an absorbent body (32) which is superposed on
sai d backsheet layer (30); an internediate |liquid
perneabl e transfer |ayer (28) which is disposed in
facing relation with said absorbent body (32) to
generally sandwi ch sai d absorbent body between said
backsheet (30) and transfer |ayer (28), said transfer

| ayer (28) having an appointed i nward surface (29) and
a w dth dinmension which is substantially coextensive

Wi th said backsheet width over at |east a portion of
sai d backsheet internediate section; and a liquid

per neabl e bodyside liner |ayer (46) |ocated on said

i nward surface (29) of said transfer |ayer (28), said
bodysi de |iner |ayer (46) having a w dth di nension
which is less than the wwdth of said transfer |ayer
(28), wherein said bodyside liner (46) is consisting
of : a bonded carded web which has a basis weight within
the range of 26 - 32 gsmand is conposed of biconponent
fibers and, wherein said bonded carded web is a
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nonwoven bonded carded web consisting of a fibrous

i nner side layer (72) and a fibrous outer side |ayer
(74); said inner side layer (72) having a basis weight
within the range of 10 - 14 gsm and conposed of

pol yet hyl ene/ pol yest er bi conponent fibers having a
fiber size within the range of .14 - .32 tex pf (1.3 -
2 dpf); said outer side layer (74) having a basis

wei ght within the range of 14 - 17 gsm and conposed of
pol yet hyl ene/ pol yest er bi conponent fibers having a
fiber size within the range of .27 - .32 tex pf (2.4 -
2.9 dpf)".

In support of its requests the appellant relied
essentially on the foll ow ng subm ssi ons:

The omi ssion of the ranges for the penetration rate

i ndex, the retention index and the fl owback index, that
were defined in claiml1l of the originally filed patent
application, did not extend the subject-nmatter of
claim1 of the main request beyond the content of the
application as filed. Indeed these i ndexes were always
referred to in the description as relating nerely to
particul ar aspects of the invention.

The additional features of the dependent clains were

di scl osed in the original application not only in
connection with a bodyside | ayer consisting of a single
| ayer, but also in connection with a bodyside | ayer
consisting of two |ayers. Therefore, also the dependent
clains of the main request did not introduce any new
subj ect-matter

The skilled person was in a position to reproduce the
I nvention, since the bodyside |iner was defined in
extrene detail and all other conponents of the
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absorbent article according to claim1 of the main
request were known per se. The absorbent article having
the structural features clained also directly provided
the desired effects of inproving | eakage resi stance,

| essening fl ow back and rewet and inproved the manner
in which the liquid was directed to the absorbent
portion.

Wth respect to the question of inventive step,

docunent D4 was not to be taken into consideration,
because it was published on 16 Cctober 1991, after the
priority date (11 Septenber 1991) of the patent in suit
and was not, therefore, a valid prior art docunent.
Furthernore, the introduction of docunent D12 at a |late
stage, i.e. in appeal proceedings, was to be rejected
as i nadm ssible, because it was not at first sight

hi ghly rel evant.

Docunent D3, representing the closest prior art, did
not disclose a bodyside |ayer consisting of two |ayers.

Even taking into account the teaching of docunent D11,
or of docunent D12, the skilled person would not arrive
at the subject-matter of claim1l of the nmain request,
since none of these docunents disclosed the specific
conbi nation of basis weights and fi ber sizes cl ai ned
for the two | ayers conposing the bodyside |iner.

During oral proceedings, respondent | declared that the
obj ections of insufficient disclosure (Article 83 EPQ
and of unal |l owabl e extensi on of the subject-matter of
claim1l (Article 123(2) EPC) were no | onger naintai ned.
Wth respect to the views of the appellant that were

di sputed, the argunents of respondent | can be

summari zed as foll ows:
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Dependent clainms 2 to 5 and 8 to 11 defined additiona
features that were disclosed in the origina

application only in connection with a bodysi de | ayer
consisting of a single layer. Since there was no clear
di scl osure that those additional features were to be
applied also to a bodyside | ayer consisting of two

| ayers, clains 2 to 5 and 8 to 11 of the main request
represented subject-matter extendi ng beyond the content
of the application as originally filed, contrary to the
requi renents of Article 123(2) EPC

The cl osest prior art was represented by docunent D3.
Thi s docunment was very general with respect to the
topsheet (bodyside liner) and | eft open what topsheet
was to be used. The skilled person would have found a
suitabl e topsheet in docunent D11, and therefore, would
have applied the teaching of D11 to the absorbent
article of D3, thereby providing a two-|ayered bodysi de
l'iner. D11 disclosed a fiber size of 3 or |ess denier
for the inner side |layer and, although it explicitly

di scl osed only a fiber size of 3 denier or nore for the
outer side layer, all the exanples given in D11

(colum 3) of suitable fibers had sizes close to the
limt value of 3 denier. Hence, the skilled person was
taught to use fibers with |ow denier in the outer side
| ayer of the topsheet. Furthernore, the basis weight
ranges in D11 covered the ranges given in claim1l of
the main request and D11 di scl osed that the opti nmum

wei ght ratio between the two |ayers of the topsheet was
in the range of 1:3 to 3:1, thus allowing for a | ow
deni er |ayer having a | ower basis weight than the high
deni er layer. Accordingly, the bodyside Iiner
construction as defined in claiml1l of the main request
was previously known from D11, and therefore, the

conbi nation of D3 with D11 directly led to the subject-
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matter of claiml of the main request.

Inits witten subm ssions, respondent Il essentially
argued as fol |l ows:

Caiml filed with the statenent setting out the
grounds of appeal extended the scope of protection,
contrary to Article 123(3) EPC, because it did not

i nclude the feature of a basis weight range for the
bonded carded web of 15 to 40 gsm

Caim1l was not consistent with the description,
contrary to the requirenents of Article 84 EPC, because
the latter contai ned enbodi nents that no | onger fel

Wi thin the scope of the claim

Mor eover, the subject-matter of claim1 did not involve
an inventive step. Starting fromthe prior art

di scl osed by docunent D4, the distinguishing features
relating to the nmulti layer structure did not provide
any particular technical effects with respect to the
enbodi nents shown in the patent in suit where a single
| ayer structure was used, and were obvious in view of
the teachings of D11 and D12.

Reasons for the Decision

2.1

1488. D

The appeal is adm ssible.
Amendnent s
Caiml of the main request is essentially based upon

t he conbi nation of features of original clains 1, 9 and
12.
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Caim1l further includes the features that the transfer
| ayer and the bodyside |liner |ayer are perneable. These
features are disclosed in the original application, for
i nstance on page 5, |ine 22 and on the paragraph
bridgi ng pages 9 and 10 of the published patent
appl i cation.

The range of 26 to 32 gsmfor the basis weight of the
bonded carded web, which falls within the range of 15
to 40 gsmoriginally defined in claiml, is disclosed
on page 14, line 6 of the published patent application.
By including the range of 26 to 32 gsmin the
definition of claim1, the objection under

Article 123(3) EPC raised by respondent Il in the
witten subm ssions is overcone.

The follow ng features of original claim1 have been
excised fromclaiml of the main request:

t he bodyside liner is constructed to provide for a
Penetration Rate index of at |east about 1.5 nl/sec and
Retention i ndex of not nore than about 0.8 gm and/or a
Fl owback i ndex of not nore than about 2 gm Al though,

at the oral proceedings, respondent | declared that he
no | onger maintai ned objections under Article 123(2)
EPC against claim1l, in view of the provisions of
Article 114(1) EPC the Board finds itself obliged to
consi der the question whether the deletion of the above
mentioned features results in subject-matter which
extends beyond the content of the application as filed.

In this respect, it has to be noted that independent

claim?2 as originally filed does not define the above
mentioned features. Claim2 is directed to an article
including all the other features of claiml1, in which,
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however, the basis weight and the fiber size are
limted to the val ues of, respectively, 27 gsm and

1.8 dpf, these values being within the broader ranges
of, respectively 15 to 40 gsmand 1 to 3 denier defined
in claiml. Furthernore, the above nentioned features
are defined in original clains 3 to 6, dependent from
claim2, thereby making it clear that said features are
to be seen nerely as optional and not as essentia
features for the article of claim2. Therefore, for a
bodysi de |iner |ayer having a basis weight of about

27 gsmand a fiber size of 1.8 denier (dpf tex), the
originally filed application undoubtedly discloses that
t he above nentioned features can be di spensed wth.

The description, page 12, lines 1 to 5 and 29 to 32 of
t he published patent publication, refers to other basis
wei ghts and fiber sizes of the bonded carded web. On
the following lines 33 to 44, there is disclosed that
in a "particular aspect” and in "another" aspect and in
a "further" aspect, the invention provides for a
Penetration Rate index of at |east about 1.5, a
Retention i ndex of not nore than about 0.8 gm and a

Fl owback i ndex of not nore than about 2 gm Wen
readi ng these passages, it becones clear that said
ranges for the Penetration Rate, Retention and Fl owback
I ndexes are only particular (or further, i.e. optional)
aspects also for other conbinations of basis weight and
fiber size than that specifically clainmed in origina
claim 2.

Therefore, the Board cones to the conclusion that the
originally filed patent application, taken as a whole,
di scl oses that the above nentioned feature is not an
essential, but nerely a preferred feature, and its
excision fromclaim1l does not constitute an
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i nfringenment of Article 123(2) EPC

Caim1l of the main request has been anended by
including additional limtations with respect to
claiml as granted and therefore no objections under
Article 123(3) EPC ari se.

Dependent clains 2 to 11 of the main request recite the
features of dependent clains 3 to 7, 10, 11, 13 to 15
as originally filed.

Respondent’'s | subm ssions that the features of clains
2 to 5 and 8 to 11 were not disclosed in conbination

Wi th a bonded carded web consisting of an inner side

| ayer and an outer side |ayer cannot be foll owed by the
Board. Claim 12 as originally filed relates to a two-

| ayer ed bonded carded web, each |ayer having basis

wei ght and fiber size within ranges identical to that
defined in claim1 of the main request. Since origina
claim12 refers back to "any one of the preceding
clainms", including preceding clains 3 to 6 and 11, and
clains 13 to 15 also refer back to the preceding
clains, including claim 12, the conbination of the two-
| ayer ed bonded carded web (claim 12) with the features
of original clains 3 to 6, 11 and 13 to 15 is clearly
di scl osed. Since these clains 3 to 6, 11 and 13 to 15
define, respectively, the additional features of

claims 2 to 5 and 8 to 11 of the main request, the
Board concl udes that there was a basis in the original
application for dependent clains 2 to 5 and 8 to 11 of
the main request.

The description has been anended to adapt it to the
clains according to the main request. In particular,
enbodi nents that do not fall within the scope of the
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cl ai nrs have been either excised fromthe patent
specification, or it has been nmade clear that they do
not fall within the scope of the clains.

The anmendnents of the description overcone the

obj ection of inconsistency (Article 84 EPC) between the
clains and the description raised by respondent Il in
the witten subm ssions.

It follows that none of the anmendnents of the main
request give rise to objections under Article 123(2)
and (3) EPC

Sufficiency of disclosure

Al'l objections under Article 83 were w thdrawn by
respondent | at oral proceedings, and respondent |1l did
not raise this question in the appeal proceedings.

The Board is satisfied that the patent contains
sufficient information enabling a skilled person to
reproduce an absorbent article as clainmed in claim1l of
the main request, since exanples are given of backsheet
| ayers (page 7, lines 7 to 9), absorbent bodies

(page 9, first paragraph), transfer |ayers (page 6,
lines 40 to 42), and bodyside liners including a two-

| ayered carded web (page 13, lines 3 to 10). The
skilled person is thus given a clear and conpl ete
teachi ng of how to achi eve the object underlying the

i nvention (see page 3, lines 22, 23 of the patent
publication), consisting in providing inproved handling
of liquid surges and nore effectively uptaking and
retaining repeated |oadings of liquid during use.
Therefore, the requirenents of Article 83 EPC are net.
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4. Novel ty

Novel ty of the subject-matter in accordance with
claiml of the main request follows fromthe fact that
none of the cited docunents discloses an absor bent
article conprising a body side liner consisting of a

t wo- | ayered bonded carded web having a wi dth di nensi on
which is less than the width of the transfer |ayer.

Novelty was in fact not disputed.

5. I nventive step

5.1 Docunent D4 was undi sputedly regarded as the nost
rel evant prior art by the parties during the witten
proceedi ngs, follow ng the position of the Opposition
Di vi si on. However, docunent D4 was published on
16 Cctober 1991, after the priority date, 11 Septenber
1991, of the patent in suit. Having regard to
Article 89 EPC, docunent D4 does not constitute prior
art within the neaning of Article 54(2) EPC

In agreenment with the parties present at the ora
proceedi ngs, the Board considers docunent D3 to
represent the nost relevant prior art. This docunent

di scl oses (see Figure 1) an absorbent article
conprising in conbination: a backsheet |ayer (20) which
has | ength and w dth di nensi ons and whi ch includes a
front wai stband section, a rear waistband section, and
an internedi ate section interconnecting said front and
rear wai stband sections; an absorbent body (40) which
I S superposed on said backsheet |ayer; an internedi ate
liquid perneable transfer |ayer (50) which is disposed
in facing relation with said absorbent body to
general ly sandw ch sai d absorbent body between said

1488. D Y A
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backsheet and transfer |ayer, said transfer |ayer
havi ng an appointed inward surface; and a |liquid
per neabl e bodyside liner |layer (30) |ocated on said
i nward surface of said transfer |ayer (see page 4,
line 54 to page 5, line 15).

Mor eover, the disclosure of docunent D3 contenpl ates
the follow ng options:

- the transfer |l ayer may have a w dth di nension
which is substantially coextensive with said
backsheet wi dth over at |east a portion of said
backsheet internedi ate section (see page 9,
lines 38 to 42);

- t he bodyside liner (30) may cover an area which is
smal l er than the area of the backsheet (20) (see
page 5, lines 21, 22);

- t he bodyside liner (30) may consist of a bonded
carded web which has a basis weight within the
range of 20 to 34 gsm (overl appi ng the range
clained of 26 to 32 gsn) and is conposed of fibers
having a denier of about 1.5- 3d (page 6, lines 13
to 20).

Docunent D3 does not disclose that the bodyside |iner
consists of a fibrous inner side |ayer and a fibrous
outer side |ayer; said inner side |ayer having a basis
wei ght within the range of 10 to 14 gsm and conposed of
pol yet hyl ene/ pol yest er bi conponent fibers having a
fiber size within the range of .14 to .32 tex pf (1.3
to 2 denier); said outer side |ayer having a basis

wei ght within the range of 14 to 17 gsm and conposed
of pol yethyl ene/ pol yester bi conponent fibers having a
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fiber size within the range of .27 to .32 tex pf (2.4
to 2.9 denier).

The Board is satisfied that these features effectively
contribute to the solution of the problem underlying
the clained invention, (see page 3, lines 22, 23 of the
patent publication), consisting in providing inproved
handling of liquid surges and nore effectively taking
up and retaining repeated | oadings of liquid during use
(see page 13, lines 11 to 13).

Whet her the distinguishing features provide a different
techni cal effect than the enbodi ments of the patent in
suit where a bodyside liner consisting of a single

| ayer is used, as pointed out by respondent 11, is
irrel evant, because the technical problemsolved by the
i nvention nust be evaluated in the [ight of the prior
art, not in the |ight of enbodinents of the patent in
suit, which, even if they do no longer fall within the
scope of the clainms as anended, do not formpart of the
state of the art.

Docunent D11 di scl oses a nonwoven fabric suitable for
use as bodyside liner |layer for diapers (colum 2,
lines 36 to 39). The bodyside |liner consists of a
nonwoven bonded carded web which has a basis wei ght
within the range of ca. 18 to 48 gsm (15 to 40 grans
per square yards) and includes two | ayers of

bi conponent fibers (see claim1l). The inner side |ayer
has a fiber size of 3 denier or |less and the outer side
| ayer has a fiber size of 3 denier or greater (see
claiml and columm 3, lines 36 to 37 and 43 to 44).
Exanple 4 (columm 7) specifically discloses an inner
side | ayer having a basis weight of 12 gsm (10 gm sqy)
and conposed of pol yet hyl ene/ pol yester bi conponent
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fibers having a fiber size of 1.7 denier in conbination
Wi th an outer side |ayer having a basis wei ght of

12 gsm (10 gnfsqy) and conposed of

pol yet hyl ene/ pol yest er bi conponent fibers having a
fiber size of 3 denier.

Docunent D11 neither discloses an outer side |ayer
having a fiber size wthin the range of 2.4 to 2.9 dpf,
nor a conbination of an inner side |ayer having a basis
wei ght within the range of 10 to 14 gsmw th an outer
side | ayer having a basis weight of 14 to 17 gsm as
required by claiml of the main request.

Respondent | argued that since all exanples given in
colum 3 of D11 relate to fiber sizes close to the
limt value of 3 denier, the skilled person would use a
| ow denier fiber size for the outer side layer. In the
Board's view, even if the exanples of D11 disclose the
use of fiber sizes close to the lowlimt val ue of

3 denier, there is no disclosure in D11 that fiber
sizes below said low limt value could be used. In the
light of the teaching of D11, the use of a fiber size
bel ow 3 denier for the outer side |ayer requires that
the skilled person deviates fromthe explicit teaching
of D11, and hence perfornms a further step for whose
obvi ousness there is no evidence.

Mor eover, al though docunment D11 di scl oses that the
optinumrati o between the basis weight of the high
denier |ayer and that of the |low denier |ayer can range
fromapproximately 1:3 to 3:1 (see colum 3, |lines 56
to 65), and this can be considered, as submtted by
respondent I, as a disclosure that the | ow denier |ayer
may have a | ower basis weight than the high denier

| ayer, this cannot be regarded as a disclosure of the
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particul ar conbi nati on of ranges for the basis weights
of inner and outer side |layers defined in claim1 of
the main request. |Indeed, since the basis weight ratio
is arelative paraneter, a given basis weight ratio can
be achi eved by freely selecting one of the two basis
wei ghts. Therefore, as a given basis weight ratio does
not anticipate a specific conbination of basis weights
having said given ratio, also the disclosure in D11 of
a broad range for the basis weight ratio does not
anticipate the specific conbination clained of basis
wei ght ranges having a ratio falling within said range.

Docunment D12 is not considered to be late filed in the
sense of Article 114(2) EPC, since it was already
extensively discussed in docunent D11 (see colum 2,
lines 3 to 33) and it was filed by respondent Il for
conpl eteness, in direct response to the argunents
submtted by the appellant with regard to D11 in the
grounds of appeal.

D12 di scl oses a nonwoven fabric suitable for use as
bodyside liner |ayer for diapers (colum 1, lines 10 to
14), including a fibrous inner side |ayer (first

subl ayer, see claim1l) and a fibrous outer side |ayer;
said inner side layer having a basis weight of 5 to
15 gsm (see claim1l) and conposed of

pol yet hyl ene/ pol yest er bi conponent (claim4) fibers
having a fiber size within the range of 1 to 3 denier
(claim1l); said outer side |ayer having a basis wei ght
within the range of 8 to 35 gsm and conposed of

pol yet hyl ene/ pol yest er bi conponent fibers having a
fiber size within the range of 1.5 to 6 denier.
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D12 neither discloses that the web is carded, nor the
provi sion of an outer side |ayer conbining a basis

wei ght within the range of 14 to 17 gsm (being a sub-
range of the broader range of 8 to 35 gsm di scl osed by
D12) with a fiber size within the range of 2.4 to

2.9 denier (being a sub-range of the broader range of
1.5 to 6 denier disclosed by D12), as required by
claim1 of the main request.

It follows fromthe above that the conbination of the
teaching of D3 with either that of D11 or D12 does not
| ead to the subject-matter of claim1. Nor does a
conbi nation of D3 with the renmaining available prior
art (fromwhich docunent US-A-5 143 779, (D8) cited in
the decision of the Qpposition Division is excluded,
because it is not prior art within the neaning of
Article 54(2) EPC, having been published on 1 Septenber
1992 after the priority date of the patent in suit),
since the latter fails to disclose a bodyside Iiner
consi sting of a nonwoven bonded carded web consi sting
of two | ayers.

In view of these assessnents, the Board cones to the
conclusion that the subject-matter of claim1l of the
mai n request cannot be derived in an obvious manner
fromthe prior art and accordingly involves an

i nventive step. This claim together w th dependent
clainms 2 to 11, the description and draw ngs as anended
during the oral proceedings of 22 May 2001 therefore
forma suitable basis for naintenance of the patent in
amended form Under these circunstances, there is no
need to consider the appellant's auxiliary requests.
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Finally, the Board finds that considering and deci di ng
I n substance on the mai ntenance of the patent on the
basis of the clains as anended during oral proceedings
in the absence of respondent Il does not conflict with
t he decision of the Enlarged Board of Appeal G 4/92 (QJ
EPC 1994, 149). According to this decision, a party who
fails to appear at oral proceedi ngs nust have the
opportunity, in accordance with Article 113(1) EPC, to
conment on new (and therefore surprising) facts and

evi dence submtted in these proceedings. The subm ssion
during oral proceedi ngs of the anended nmain request is,
however, neither a "fact" nor can it be "evidence"

wi thin the nmeaning of the above decision, so that

deci sion does not apply in the present case (see e.qg.

T 912/91, T 133/92, unpublished).
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it 1s decided that:

1. The deci si on under appeal is set aside.

2. The case is remtted to the first instance with the

order to maintain the patent on the basis of the

fol |l owi ng docunents:

d ai ns:

Descri ption:

Dr awi ngs:

The Regi strar:

M Patin

1488. D

1to 11, as filed during the ora
proceedi ngs on 22 May 2001

pages 2, 8, 9, 14 to 18, 20 to 22 as
gr ant ed

pages 3, 3a, 4 to 7, 10 to 13, 19 as
filed during the oral proceedi ngs on
22 May 2001

Figures 1A to 1C, 6Ato 6C, as filed
during the oral proceedings on 22 My

2001
Figures 2, 3, 7 to 18c as granted

The Chair nman

P. Alting van Ceusau



