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Summary of Facts and Submn ssions

0070.D

Thi s appeal is against the decision of the Opposition
Di vi si on revoki ng European patent 0 284 286.

The patent was granted with a single independent claim
Clainms 1 and 2 as granted read:

"1l. Stereo el ectroacoustical transduci ng apparatus
conpri si ng:

a woofer enclosure (11) having left and right
I nputs (31L, 31R) for receiving left and right input
audi o el ectrical signals respectively, and | eft and
right outputs (32L, 32R), the woofer enclosure (11)
supporting woofer driver nmeans (21L/R) for radiating
spectral conponents of the left and right input signals
bel ow a predeterm ned frequency;

left (13) and right (12) satellite neans for
radi ati ng sound signals substantially above the
predet erm ned frequency, representative of the left and
right output signals respectively; the left and right
outputs (32L/R, 33L/R) of the woofer enclosure coupling
left and right electrical signals output fromthe
woof er enclosure to the left (13) and right (12)
satellite nmeans respectively;
characterised in that:

the woofer driver neans (21L, 21R) is nounted on a
baffl e which divides the woofer enclosure (11) into
first and second subchanbers tuned to different
frequenci es bel ow the predeterm ned frequency, the
woof er encl osure sunm ng bass spectral conponents of
the left and right input audio electrical signals in
phase to provide a summed bass acoustical signal for
radi ati on by port neans (11A, 11B) as a |listener non-
| ocal i sabl e bass out put signal, the port neans (11A,
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11B) providing the sole acoustic output fromthe woofer
encl osure (11), the woofer enclosure having an acoustic
response that falls off above the predeterm ned
frequency so that sound radi ated by the woofer
enclosure is not usable by a listener for |ocalising
said sound in a listening environnent."

"2. Apparatus according to claim1, wherein the woofer
driver nmeans conprises left (21L) and right (21R)

woof ers energi zed by the left and right input signals
respectively."”

The Opposition Division revoked the patent on the
grounds that the subject matter of claim1 as granted
did not involve an inventive step having regard to the
di scl osure of the follow ng docunents:

El:. EP-A-0 015 186, corresponding to

El:: US-A-4 326 099, and

E7: FR A-2 387 562.

In its decision the Qpposition Division concluded that:

- the subject-matter of claim1 differed fromthe
di scl osure of E1 in not disclosing:

(a) that the woofer enclosure has |eft and right
out puts, and

(b) that the left and right outputs of the
woof er encl osure couple left and right
el ectrical signals output fromthe woofer
enclosure to the left and right satellite
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means respectively;

- the objective problemto be solved was to reduce
the size of the satellites;

- according to the patent the woof er separated out
| ow frequency signals, the satellites being driven
fromoutputs fromthe woofer: this allowed the
satellites to be free of circuitry for suppressing
| ow frequency conponents, and thus to be
relatively small in size;

- t he problem of reducing the size of satellites was
however al ready known from E7 and solved in the
sane way; see page 3, lines 7 to 11;

- E7 discl osed a woofer enclosure (5) (the table in
the figure; see also page 2, lines 8 and 9) having
| eft and right outputs (page 2, lines 26 to 31)
coupling left and right electrical signals output
fromthe woofer enclosure to the left and right
satellite nmeans (9, 11) respectively;

- it would have been obvious to the skilled person
to apply these features with correspondi ng effect
to the apparatus according to E1 to achi eve the
sane result, i.e. to direct the left and right
signals for the satellites through the subwoofer
thus arriving at a stereo el ectroacoustica
transduci ng apparatus according to claiml.

The Appel |l ant (Patentee) appeal ed against this
decision, duly filing a Notice of Appeal, paying the
appeal fee and filing a Statenent of Gounds. Initially
he requested that the contested decision be set aside
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and a patent be granted on the basis of claim1l as
granted. The Appellant al so nade an auxiliary request
for oral proceedings.

The Respondents (Opponents 01, 02 and 03) nmde

subm ssions, requested that the appeal be dism ssed and
each made an auxiliary request for oral proceedings.
The Respondents (Opponents 04) made no subm ssions in
writing.

In an annex to a sumons to oral proceedi ngs dated
19 Cctober 2000 the Rapporteur expressed the
prelimnary opinion that the contested deci sion
appeared to be well founded.

By facsimle the Appellant filed on 14 Decenber 2000
two sets of clainms, and correspondi ng anendnents to the
description, by way of auxiliary requests | and II.

In the auxiliary request I, claim1l was essentially a
conbi nation of clainms 1 and 2 as granted.

In the auxiliary request |11, claiml differed from
claim1l as granted solely by the addition at the end of

the claimof the words "wherein the predetermnm ned

frequency is substantially 150 Hz".

During the oral proceedings held before the Board on
15 January 2001 the Appell ant nade an anended form of
the auxiliary request | filed with letter of

14 Decenber 2000 his main request with a claim1l
readi ng as foll ows:

"1. Stereo el ectroacoustical transduci ng apparatus
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conpri si ng:

a woof er enclosure (11) having left and right
i nputs (31L, 31R) for receiving left and right input
audi o el ectrical signals respectively, and+teft—and

rght—outputs—(32L,—32R),- t he woof er encl osure (11)
supporting woofer driver means (21L/R) conpri si ng
left (21L) and right (21R) woofers energi zed by
the left and right input signals respectively,

and nounted on a baffle for radiating spectral
conponents of the left and right input signals bel ow a
pr edet er mi ned frequency; and

left (13) and right (12) satellite neans for
radi ati ng sound signals substantially above the
predeterm ned frequency, representative of the left and

ri ght eutput audi 0 signals respectively;
characterised in that the woofer encl osure

has left and right outputs (32L, 32R) and the

| eft and right outputs (32L/R, 33L/R) of the woofer
encl osure coupling left and right electrical signals
out put fromthe woofer enclosure to the left (13) and
right (12) satellite means respectively; and
charactertsed—+nthat—

t he woofer—driver—neans (2L, —21R—+s nounted-on—=a
baf f| e whieh divides the woofer enclosure (11) into
first and second subchanbers tuned to different
frequenci es bel ow the predeterm ned frequency, the
woof er encl osure sunm ng bass spectral conponents of
the left and right input audio electrical signals in
phase to provide a summed bass acoustical signal for
radi ati on by respective port nmeans (11A, 11B) as a

| i stener non-I|ocalisable bass output signal, the port
nmeans (11A, 11B) providing the sol e acoustic output
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fromthe woofer enclosure (11), the woofer enclosure
havi ng an acoustic response that falls off above the
predeterm ned frequency so that sound radi ated by the
woof er enclosure is not usable by a |listener for

| ocalising said sound in a |istening environnent."

(For ease of conparison with claim1 as granted, words
omtted conpared to this claimare shown crossed
t hrough, and words added are shown in bold.)

The Appel lant's argunents nmade during the proceedi ngs
rel evant to the requests finally maintained by himcan
be sunmari zed as foll ows:

Mai n request

Adm ssion into the proceedings and fair basis

- the request could not be treated as bel at ed
because the subject matter of claim 1l had, subject
to sonme clarifying amendnents, remai ned the sane
as that of claim1 of the first auxiliary request
filed on 14 Decenber 2000;

- clarifying anmendnents had been required to this
claim1 since it had inadvertently been
incorrectly delimted against E31,

- t he anendnent to claim1 did not involve adding
subject matter since the application as originally
filed (see colum 3, lines 22 to 27 of the A-
publication) referred to "a baffle which divides
the internal volune substantially in a 3:1 ratio,
each vol une ported such that the port tuned
frequenci es have substantially a 2:1 ratio as
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described in the aforenentioned U. S. Patent
No. 4,549,631", which latter fornms docunent E4¢ in
t he opposition proceedi ngs;

I nventive step

- the E1 system which nerely acoustically filtered
t he woof er output woul d produce harnonics, and
t hus becone | ocalisable, at high drive |evels;

- E1l did not disclose either a woofer enclosure
havi ng outputs for the satellite | oudspeakers or,
the requirenent of present claiml1l of "the woofer
encl osure sunmm ng bass spectral conponents of the
left and right input audio electrical signals in
phase to provide a summed bass acoustical signal”

- the QOpposition Division had also erred in
concluding fromEl, page 8, lines 27 to 33 that in
Figure 3 the subchanber cavity 15 and sub-chanbers
10D/ 10G were tuned to different frequenci es bel ow
the predeterm ned frequency, as required by
claiml: the figures of E1 showed sub-chanbers 15
and 10D/ 10G havi ng substantially the same vol une;

- the QOpposition Division was al so wong in
concl udi ng that E7 di sclosed a woof er encl osure
with outputs for satellite |oudspeakers;

- E7 did not do so since the conponent 6 was
descri bed as a "pressure control assenbly with a
| oud speaker 7" so that conponent 6 corresponded
to the woofer enclosure of claim1, but since the
| eft and right output did not conme from conponent
6, but fromthe table and there being no

0070.D Y A
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di scl osure that the table fornmed part of the
woof er characteristic, E7 did not disclose a
woof er encl osure having left and right outputs;

- al so E7 stated (page 3, line 13) that the pressure
control assenbly was nounted under the table and
not in the table ("l'ensenble d' asservi ssenent est
| ogé sous une tabl e basse");

- nor eover E7 concerned el ectrical summ ng of |eft
and right bass signals to drive one woofer, whil st
claim1 nentioned the acoustic outputs fromtwo
woof ers bei ng sumed;

Auxi liary request

I nventive step

- the 150 Hz feature cannot be taken from any of the
citations, E7 nentions 150 Hz only in connection
with electrical filtering, E1 nentions only
200 Hz;

- the i nportance of the 150 Hz does not appear from
the prior art.

The Respondents' argunents nmade during the proceedi ngs
relevant to the requests finally naintained by the

Appel I ant can be sunmarized as foll ows:

Mai n request

Adm ssion into the proceedings and fair basis
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the new nmain request should not be admitted into

t he proceedi ngs since:

(a)

(b)

(c)

E4:

the addition of the term"respective" in
claiml1 inplied that two ports were present,
whi ch was not disclosed in the origina
application docunents, so the anendnent
contravened Article 123(2) EPC

such conpl ex anendnents were difficult to
under st and and shoul d be refused as bel ated
when only filed at the oral proceedings

t hensel ves;

even if it was conceded that the anendnent
centred on taking up the features of granted
claim2 relating to there being two woofers
(as in the previous first auxiliary
request), two woofers were known from E1 and
thus belonged in the preanble of the claim
so the anendnent was not appropriate to
overcone an objection of |ack of inventive
st ep;

I nventive step

the subject matter of claim1l | acked inventive
step having regard to E1 and E7, on the reasoning
gi ven by the Qpposition D vision;

the subject matter of claim1l also | acked
i nventive step having regard to E7 and

DE- A-3 410 134,
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(cited in opposition proceedings and equivalent to
E4., cited in the patent specification, cf. also
poi nt X above), the features of the preanble being
known from E7, whilst those of the characterising
part were known from E4;

E4 concerned a | oudspeaker with inproved bass
performance, showing in Figure 1 a casing (16)
with an internal baffle (17) which divided the
casing into two chanbers (16a, 16b); according to
claim7, the ratio of the resonant frequencies of
the two chanbers could be of the order of 2:1;
according to claim4, the ratio of the vol unes of
the two chanbers lay in the range 2:1 to 4:1;
hence, even if the Board shoul d concl ude that the
subdi vi sion of a | oudspeaker into chanbers of
different volunme was not known from El, these
features were known from E4,

regardi ng the summ ng of audio signals in E1, this
docunment showed (Figures 2 and 3) that left and
right input signals were fed to the subwoofer, the
sane being the case for the patent in suit

(Figure 2; inputs 31L, 31R): it followed that also
in E1l a summation of bass conponents occurred in
the woofer enclosure leading to radiation of a
sunmed non-| ocal i sabl e bass signal;

the delimtation of claim1l against E1 was

i ncorrect, since El1 disclosed two chanbers tuned
to different frequencies and, in view of page 9,
lines 6 to 7, disclosed sunm ng of acoustica
signals in phase;

i n essence the subject matter of claim1l only
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differed fromthe disclosure of E1 in that in El
the cross-over network was outside the woofer
encl osure, whilst according to claiml it was

i nsi de the woof er encl osure;

- al so woofers having two chanbers of differing size
were known from E4;

Auxi | i ary request

I nventive step

- claim1 of the first auxiliary request |acked
i nventive step for the sanme reasons as the main
request, the 150 Hz feature made no difference to
t he argunent;

- It was common general know edge in the art that
woof ers operating bel ow 150 Hz coul d not be
| ocal i sed, and this was in any case acknow edged
in the patent (colum 3, lines 34 to 36);

- E7 (page 2, lines 32 to 38) also showed that it
was common general know edge that woofers
operating bel ow 150 Hz coul d not be | ocalised;

- al though E7 only referred explicitly to the val ue
of 150 Hz for the cross-over network of E7 for
splitting the anplifier output signals between the
woof er and the satellites, claim1l of the
auxi liary request did not exclude electrica
filtering. The fact that acoustical rather than
electrical filtering was carried out in specific
enbodi nents of the patent was not to be taken into
account when assessing claim1,;
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- in any case it would not nmake sense to nake the
woof er capabl e of radiating at frequencies which
were not fed to it;

- al t hough E1 di scl osed a value of 200 Hz to avoid
the woofer being |ocalised, the skilled person
knew t hat by selecting an even | ower val ue of
150 Hz, it would be even nore certain that the
woof er coul d not be | ocalised, there being no
sharp limt at which the woofer becane non-
| ocal i sable: the 150 Hz feature had no critica
si gni ficance.

X At the end of the oral proceedings on 15 January 2001,
at which all parties were represented, the requests
were as foll ows:

The Appel l ant (Patentee) requested that the decision
under appeal be set aside and that the patent be
mai nt ai ned on the basis of the main request submtted
at the oral proceedings on 15 January 2001 or of
auxiliary request Il submtted on 14 Decenber 2000.

The Respondents requested that the appeal be di sm ssed.

Reasons for the Decision

1. The appeal is adm ssible.
2. Mai n request - adm ssion into proceedi ngs
2.1 Bel at edness

2.1.1 The main request, though filed only at the ora

0070.D Y A
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proceedi ngs before the Board, corresponds substantially
to the auxiliary request | submtted one nonth before
the oral proceedings (filed on 14 Decenber 2000), which
in turn was essentially a conbination of clains 1 and 2
as granted. Wile such |ate subm ssion is to be
deprecated, it is not by itself considered a sufficient
reason to refuse to allow the request into the

proceedi ngs.

Rul e 57a EPC

This rule all ows anmendnents occasi oned by a ground of
opposition. The argunent of sonme Respondents that an
anmendnent by which features are only added to the
preanble of claiml1l is automatically inappropriate to
overconme an objection of obviousness, takes too narrow
a view of the effect of such an amendnent. By
restricting the preanble, the subject matter of the
claimas a whole can be further distanced fromthe
prior art, and this may enabl e an objection of

obvi ousness to be net. The amendnents here neet the
requi renents of Rule 57a EPC

Article 123(2)(3) EPC

The added termin claim1 "respective" restricts
claiml1l to the case of two port neans, which was

di scl osed in the published patent application

(colum 3, line 24) and so does not constitute added
subject matter. The anendnents addi ng the features of
claim2 as granted to claiml restricts its scope, and
has a basis in claim2 in the application as filed.

The anended claimthus neets the requirenents of
Article 123(2) and (3) EPC
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In the exercise of its discretion under Article 114(2)
EPC, the Board thus allows the main request into the
pr oceedi ngs.

Mai n request - inventive step

Cl osest prior art

The Board shares the view of the Opposition Division
that E1 represents the closest prior art and relates to
triphoni c | oudspeaker systens (see paragraph bridging
pages 1 to 2), these conprising left and right
"satellites" for the nmedium high frequency ranges and a
common "woofer" for the bass frequency range. E1 is
concerned wth the problem (page 2, lines 16 to 22)
that occurred in known speakers when the | ow frequency
conponents of the left and right anplifier outputs were
separated out using respective filters, conbi ned and
fed to the common woofer, that such filters had to

wi thstand the high anplifier output currents, |eading
to problens of high cost and low reliability.

El seeks to overcone this problem (page 2, lines 23 to
30) by feeding the left and right woofers directly from
the anplifier outputs and controlling the | evel of bass
by tailoring the frequency response of the woofer

encl osure.

Ele (colum 4, lines 36 to 41) states that "Just as in
the case of FIG 2, by changing the vol une of

encl osures 10D and 10G it is possible to nodify the

| ow frequency resonance of the | oudspeaker inits

encl osure which can be cl osed or bass reflex and by
nodi fyi ng the volune of cavity 15 it is possible to
change the | ow frequency cut-off of the | ow frequency
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cabinet". The Appellant is of the opinion that the
Qpposition Division, having regard to this passage, has
erred in concluding that, in Figure 3, of docunent ELl,

t he sub-chanber 15 and sub-chanbers 10D/ 10G are "tuned
to different frequencies bel ow the predetermn ned
frequency" (cf. point X above). According to the
Appel l ant, this passage relates to Figure 2 and not to
Figure 3. Moreover, the Appellant is of the opinion
that the volunes of the sub-chanbers (15 and 10D/ 10G
in Figure 3 are substantially the sane and that it is
therefore incorrect to assune that they are tuned to
different frequencies. The Board, however, notes that
this passage appears in the section of Elg relating to
Figure 3. The fact that the cited statenent al so
applies to Figure 2 does not dimnish its applicability
to Figure 3. The Board al so understands the passage as
suggested by the Opposition Division and finds that its
teaching is quite clear. Hence, by changing the vol une
of cavity 15 in relation to that of cavities 10D/10G in
t he woof er encl osure of Figure 3, the cut-off frequency
of the woofer can be influenced. Thus the Appellant has
not been able to convince the Board that the Qpposition
Di vision erred on this point.

Al though the left and right bass signals nay be
identical in El1, the Board can see no basis for the
Appel  ant's concl usi on that no summ ng occurs. On the
contrary, the fact that the two drivers (11D, 11Q
shown in Figure 3 vibrate in phase (page 9, line 7)
nmeans that their acoustic outputs nust sum Thus, again
in contradiction to the opinion of the Appellant, the
woof er enclosure in E1 sunms | owfrequency spectra
conmponents of the left and right audio electrical input
signals to provide a sunmed bass acoustical signal, as
required by claiml.
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The subject-matter of claiml therefore differs from
the disclosure of E1 in the follow ng features:

(a) that the woofer enclosure has |eft and right
out put s,

(b) that the left and right outputs of the woofer
encl osure couple left and right electrical signals
out put fromthe woofer enclosure to the left and
right satellite neans respectively, and

(c) both subchanbers have a respective port neans.

Difference features (a) and (b) are identical to those
derived by the OQpposition Division fromthe difference
between granted claim 1l and the closest prior art
disclosed in E1 (cf. point IV above); feature (c) has
been introduced into claim1l of the main request during
t he appeal proceedings (cf. point 2.3.1 above).

Problemto be sol ved

Havi ng regard to features (a) and (b), a problemto be
sol ved can be seen in

(1) connecting the woofer and the satellites to the
audi o el ectrical signals in an appropriate way,

and, having regard to the new feature (c), a problem
can be seen in

(2) avoiding the woofer becom ng | ocalisable at high
drive |evels.

These two subprobl ens and the solutions thereto
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provided in the patent have no visible connection, nor
has it been argued that they are in sone way

i nterconnected. Accordingly if the clained solution to
each subproblemis obvious, so will the clainmed subject
matter as a whol e be obvi ous.

Solution to subproblem (1)

E1l does not teach in detail how the cables | ead from
the "stereophonic source 1" to the different parts of
the triphonic network disclosed, since the figures are
rat her schematic and are mainly concerned with the
desi gn of the enclosure of the | ow frequency | oud-
speaker. Strictly following the schematic circuit of
Figure 3 in E1l mght lead to a separate junction
connecting the cable fromthe stereophonic source and
amplifier (1,2) with the cables fromthe woofer and the
two satellites, the separate junction having severa

I nput s/ out puts and being | ocated sonewhere in a room
wi th many cabl es coupl ed thereto.

The skilled person faced with subproblem (1) would
however be aware of E7 which also relates to triphonic
networks. As shown in the single figure, left and right
out put signals froma stereo system(2) are fed
directly to circuitry fitted in a table, conprising

hi gh-pass filters (10,12), having a cut-off frequency
of 150 Hz (page 2, lines 26 to 31), which feed left and
ri ght high-frequency | oudspeakers (9, 11) situated
external to the table. Said circuitry also includes
nmeans for electrically conbining (8) the left and right
i nputs and feeding a "pressure control assenbly"
("ensenbl e d' asservi ssenent de pression") (6) which
drives a single | owfrequency | oudspeaker (7)
associated with the table.
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Thus the Board is of the opinion that E7 clearly

di scl oses that the woofer enclosure in the shape of
Table 5 has left and right outputs in the sense of the
invention. It is true that the output term nals have
not been explicitly disclosed in the single Figure of
E7, the figure only shows connecting lines fromthe
hi gh frequency filters 10 and 12 within the Table 5
(woofer) to the satellites 9 and 11 and fromthe

Table 5 to the anplifier 4 without any junctions. It is
however apparent for the skilled person that Table 5,
after the high-frequency filters 10 and 12 nust have
output termnals (in correspondence to 32L and 32R of
the present patent, Figure 2), since it is self-evident
for himthat the cables between Table 5 and the
satellites 9 and 11 (and the anplifier 2) nust be

det achably connected to the devices to provide the
necessary flexibility to position themin, for exanple,
a living room

The Appel |l ant disputes that the table could be regarded
as a "woofer enclosure” on the grounds that the
pressure control assenbly (6) forned the woofer

encl osure instead and that E7 stated (page 3, |line 13)
that the pressure control assenbly was nounted under
the table and not in the table (enphasis added by the
Board) ("Il'ensenble d' asservissenent est | ogé sous une
t abl e basse"). However the Board agrees with the
Qpposition Division's interpretation of E7 that the
pressure control circuit 6 of E7 cannot be a woofer

encl osure since the figure shows parts of the woofer 7
bei ng outside the pressure control circuit 6. The
reference to "under the table" neans that the woofer is
nmount ed on the underside of the table, as suggested by
the figure. The table encloses the woofer (7) and thus
constitutes a "woofer enclosure". The fact that E7 does
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not explicitly nmention the table formng part of the
woof er characteristic does not contradict this
interpretation. Since the table forns a woofer
enclosure, it follows that the outputs of the high-
frequency filters (10, 12) formoutputs fromthe woofer
encl osure for driving "satellite" |oudspeakers (9, 11).

Thus the skilled person would be led by E7 to nodify E1
by incorporating features (a) and (b) as set out in
point 3.1.5 when seeking to arrange appropriate
connections for the satellites.

Sol ution to subproblem (2)

The skilled person faced with subproblem (2) of
avoi di ng the woof er becom ng | ocalisable at high drive
| evel s woul d be aware of E4 which suggests providing
each subchanber with a port for this very purpose, see
Figure 1 which shows subchanbers 16a, 16b of different
volunme with ports 19, 20. By applying the teachi ng of
E4 to E1 in this way the skilled person would in an
obvi ous manner arrive at a system having feature (c).

Since a skilled person faced with the problemto be

sol ved, would, starting fromEl, be led in an obvious
manner to add features (a), (b) and (c), and thus to
arrive at the subject matter of claim1l1, inventive step
cannot be acknow edged for this claim and the main
request mnust be refused.
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The auxiliary request 11

Article 123(2)(3) EPC

Caim1l has been restricted with respect to claim1 as
granted by the addition at the end of the claimof the
wor ds taken "wherein the predeterm ned frequency is
substantially 150 Hz". This corresponds to the

i ncorporation of claim4 as granted, and the words have
a basis in claim5 as originally filed. Hence claiml
satisfies the requirenents of Article 123(2) and (3)
EPC.

Novel ty

As with the main request, this has not been disputed.

I nventive step

The anal ysis given above in respect of claim1 of the
mai N request, necessarily also |leads to the concl usion
that claim1l as granted would | ack inventive step, as
this clai mwholly enconpasses the subject matter of
claim1 of the main request.

The only difference of claiml of this request from

t hat obvi ous subject matter of claim1 as granted is
the feature that the predeterm ned frequency is
substantially 150 Hz. The Board accepts that it is part
of the common general know edge of the skilled person
in the art of electroacoustic transduci ng appar at us
that a cut-off of 150 Hz woul d be a suitable selection
for a woofer. Thus limting claim1l as granted to this
feature cannot make any difference when applying a
probl en sol uti on analysis for inventive step, and the
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concl usion nmust be that claiml1 of the auxiliary
request |l also lacks inventive step and this request
nmust be refused.

Concl usi on

Since the subject nmatter of claim1l according to each
of the Appellant's requests does not involve an

i nventive step, (Article 56 EPC), neither request is
al | owabl e and the appeal nust be di sm ssed.

For these reasons it is decided that:

The appeal is dism ssed.

The Regi strar: For the Chairnman:

M Ki ehl R. Randes

0070.D



