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Additional reference made of records

Hebern, 1,683,072, Sept.l;,1928, 35-13

Claims 3-17, 19=23, 25-32, 34=~50 are in the case.

Page 6, lines 18 and 20, the drawings should be
amended 1n Fige.2 to ih‘bw the pins. Idine 23, it 1s not
clear how Fig.2 represents "permutations". All parts of
the drawings should be numbered and described in structure
and function. Iiow the pins operate the hv&l is not
clearly shown or described. Line 13, how the ratchet wheel
of Flg.3 1s relﬁted to the cipher wheel and how the ratchets
are related to member 2l;, seemingly to break a contact at
j0 should be explained since the ratchet teeth 23 appear
to be merely set int_;o a part of the cipher wheel. Fig. 3
shows parts adjacent 2l and L1 not numbered, nor described
ih detail; The structure of tliese parts appears to be dife-
feront in Figel from tlat in “1g.3. "he drawingss shovld be
consstent. Iine 20 and line 22, together indicate that
Fig.5 shows the connections. Fig.6 alone actually shows
them. The text shiould be ariended as suggested by this
criticism, | '

Page 0, line 12, tlLe arrow does not sean to indicate
' the tendency of ::ovement of v eel 52 due to rovement of wheel
‘4jBs Line 21, operation of armature 441 and magnet 25 is not

clear, Line 23, "methods" should be -means=.
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of 1ine 6 appesrs to be required after “ensiphered" of

1ine 8. : ,
Claim 35, line 5, should not “"unequality” de

=inequality-? ,

Claim 36, the significance of "unintelligible”
1s not seen. It seems to be immaterial whether mny
succession of letters on the ribbons ap§11¢ a word in
some language or other or nof. *random” also appesrs
lacking in significance. Apparently "arranged . . « »
order" might be canceled without injury to the ol.dxur

- Claims 3-17, 19-23, 25-32, 38, 39 appear sllow-
able. These claims are drawn to the article.

Claims 3), 35, 36, 37 are rejected as anticipated
by Hebern in whieh the ciphering elements are considered
as bearing the key.

Cleims 35, 36, 37 ere rejected as intangible and
therefore failing to define the invention in key, line 6;

Claims 36, 37 are further rejected as intangible in "ge-
quence®". A "sequence" cannot produce physical changes.

Claims }j0-50 are rejected as unpatentable under
the following decisions: Foreman, 192l C.D. 47; "Patent~
able novelty can not be based on positive recitations of
structural limitations therein®,

Sweetland, 1922 C.D. 6. This decision is appli-
eable although 1t relates to method cleims in an applica-
tion subsequent to & patent to the same inventor having
claims to the article disclosed in the application. "The
claims for the allsged method revliewed and held that they
do not recite a patentable method but are for the obvious
and intended use of the apparatus covered by the cleims of
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the patent®™, It is considered immaterial that the ratut-&
method claims appeared in a diffsrent and subsequent appli-
cation in the refusal based on the words quoted.

These claims are elso rejected on the ground that
they do not recite steps by the following of which l.
physicel change is wrought in & physical object. Decl-
slons in support of this view are: Turner, 189l C. D. 36
or Cochrane et al, v. Deener et al,, 1877 C.D. 22.

Tis application has been transferred from
Division 16 to Division 53 for exsmination in Class 35«13,
It is regretted that action not in harmony with previous

sctiong rmst be glven,

Examiners




