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The request 

1. The comptroller has been requested by Barker Brettel LLP on behalf of Oilon Oy 
(“the Requester”) to issue an opinion as to whether patent GB2477372 (“the Patent”) 
is valid in light of prior art documents P1-P9 provided by the Requester. The request 
was received on 31 December 2015. It was accompanied by a statement explaining 
the request as well as copies of the nine pieces of prior art along with supporting 
documentation. The Requester submits that the claims of the Patent lack an 
inventive step over P1-P9.  

Observations & Observations in reply 

2. Observations were received on 18 February 2016 from Withers & Rogers LLP on 
behalf of the proprietor, Hamworthy Combustion Engineering Ltd (“the Observer”). 
The observations included a Witness Statement from the inventor of the Patent, 
Simon Mark O’Connor.  

3. The Observer argued that one of the prior art documents P5 is a US equivalent of 
the document GB2396572 discussed on page 3, lines 12 to 20 of the Patent and 
therefore should not be considered any further as part of the request for an opinion. 
In response I note that neither P5 nor its equivalent was cited as part of a 
substantive objection at any time in the examination procedure. I therefore consider 
the inclusion of P5 to raise a new question and will consider it here along with the 
other documents.  

4. Observations in reply were received from the Requester on 1 March 2016.  



The Patent  

5. The Patent entitled “Handling hydrocarbon cargoes” was filed on 29 October 2010 
claiming priority from GB application GB1001525.3 dated 29 January 2010. The 
Patent was granted on 27 May 2015 and is still in force.  

6. The Patent relates to the handling of crude oil or other liquid hydrocarbons 
particularly at sea. Oil when agitated during for example loading and unloading gives 
off a variety of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) resulting in a number of problems 
such as causing environmental damage, wasting a valuable resource, and causing a 
risk of fire or explosion. In the invention of the Patent, referring to Figure 2 
reproduced below, crude oil 14 is loaded into tank 12 and vent gas comprising a 
mixture of VOC and inert gas is vented from the tank 12 at C and compressed by 
compressor 40. At least some of the compressed gas is delivered at D to the burner 
32 of a boiler 34. Steam generated in the boiler 34 is then used to heat the oil 14 
and/or to facilitate it being pumped. Therefore, in this way the invention aims to deal 
with excess quantities of vent gas as well as extract useful energy from the vent gas.  

 

 

7. There are 23 claims including two independent claims 1 and 16 and omnibus claims 
15 and 23. The two independent claims read: 
 

1.A method of handling a cargo of liquid hydrocarbon at sea wherein said 
cargo is loaded to and offloaded from a store in which it is blanketed with 
inert blanket gas and wherein the loading of the cargo causes vent gas 
comprising a mixture of inert gas and VOC given off by the liquid 
hydrocarbon to be displaced from said store, characterised in that said 
method comprises burning the vent gas undissociated and in gaseous form 
to provide a source of heat energy that is used to heat the cargo and/or to 
drive a pump for the cargo.  

 

16.Apparatus for handling a cargo of liquid hydrocarbon at sea, which 
apparatus comprises a store into which the cargo is loaded and from which 



the cargo is offloaded, wherein the loading of the cargo causes vent gas 
comprising a mixture of inert gas and VOC given off by the liquid 
hydrocarbon to be displaced from the store and wherein said apparatus 
comprises a burner operative to burn the vent gas undissociated and in 
gaseous form together with a support fuel providing stable combustion, a 
gas conduit for supply of the undissociated vent gas to the burner, a support 
fuel conduit for supply of the support fuel to the burner and an air conduit 
arranged to supply combustion air to the burner for combustion of the 
undissociated vent gas with the support fuel, characterised in that said 
apparatus comprises a heater configured and arranged to receive heat from 
the burning of the vent gas and operative to heat the cargo and/or a pump 
configured and arranged to be driven by heat from the burning of the vent 
gas and operative to pump the cargo.  

8. I will consider the validity of the two independent claims. Only if I find them to be 
invalid will I consider the validity of the dependent claims. As is usual practice I will 
ignore the omnibus claims. I will begin by considering the broader independent 
claim, claim 1. 

Inventive Step – the law 

9. The relevant provisions in relation to inventive step are section 1(1)(b) and section 3 
of the Patents Act 1977, which read: 

1(1) A patent may be granted only for an invention in respect of which the 
following conditions are satisfied, that is to say – 
(a) … 
(b) it involves an inventive step; 
 
3 An invention shall be taken to involve an inventive step if it is not obvious 
to a person skilled in the art, having regard to any matter which forms part of 
the state of the art by virtue only of section 2(2) above (and disregarding 
section 2(3) above). 

10. The Court of Appeal in Windsurfing1 formulated a four-step approach for assessing 
whether an invention is obvious to a person skilled in the art. This approach was 
restated and elaborated upon by the Court of Appeal in Pozzoli.2 Here, Jacob LJ 
reformulated the Windsurfing approach as follows: 
 

(1)(a)  Identify the notional “person skilled in the art” 
(1)(b)  Identify the common general knowledge of that person; 
(2)  Identify the inventive concept of the claim in question or if that cannot be 

readily done, construe it; 
(3)  Identify what, if any, differences exist between the matter cited as forming 

part of the “state of the art” and the inventive concept of the claim or the 
claim as construed. 

(4)  Viewed without any knowledge of the alleged invention as claimed, do 

                                            
1
 Windsurfing International Inc. v Tabur Marine (Great Britain) Ltd, [1985] RPC 59 

2
 Pozzoli SPA v BDMO SA [2007] EWCA Civ 588 



those differences constitute steps that would have been obvious to the 
person skilled in the art or do they require any degree of invention? 

11. I will therefore use this Windsurfing/Pozzoli approach to assess initially whether 
claim 1 involves an inventive step in light of documents P1-P9.   

The Windsurfing/Pozzoli steps 

Steps 1(a) and 1(b): Identify the notional “person skilled in the art” and the common 
general knowledge of that person 

12. The Observer has identified the person skilled in the art as someone who 
“understands the issues at hand when handling a cargo of liquid hydrocarbon at sea 
and understands that volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions are given off by 
the liquid hydrocarbon as a matter of course, and in particular during a cargo loading 
operation. The skilled person in the art is competent at designing vessels and 
systems for handling a cargo of liquid hydrocarbon at sea.” 

13. The Requester has claimed that the skilled person would further “understand the 
need to treat related vent gas emissions, in particular VOC emissions”. The 
Requester has also asserted that although claim 1 refers to “ a method of handling a 
cargo of liquid hydrocarbon at sea” the common general knowledge of the skilled 
person is not limited by the location where the invention of claim 1 is carried out. To 
support this, the Requester refers to the Patent which states that the invention may 
be used “in connection with land-based oil storage facilities”. I think it is reasonable 
to assume that the skilled person would also have some understanding of handling 
liquid hydrocarbons on land.  

14. Therefore I consider the person skilled in the art to be a person (or team of persons) 
involved in the design and construction of vessels and systems for handling liquid 
hydrocarbon. The common general knowledge of that person would include an 
understanding of the issues at hand when handling liquid hydrocarbon both at sea 
and in land-based facilities. For example, they would understand that VOC 
emissions are given off by the liquid hydrocarbon as a matter of course in particular 
during a loading operation. They would further understand the need to treat related 
gas emissions.  

15. The Requester asserts that documents P1-P3 would form part of the common 
general knowledge of the skilled person. These documents are discussed further 
below but I do not consider these specific documents and all their details within to 
form part of the common general knowledge of the skilled person. However, the 
general principles outlined in the paragraph above and discussed to some extent in 
these documents would in my view form part of the common general knowledge.  

Step (2): Identify the inventive concept of the claim in question or, if that cannot be 
readily done, construe it 

16. I note the well known authority on claim construction which is Kirin-Amgen and 
others v Hoechst Marion Roussel Limited and others [2005] RPC 9.  This requires 
that I put a purposive construction on the claim, interpret it in the light of the 



description and drawings as instructed by section 125(1) of the Act and take account 
of the Protocol to Article 69 of the EPC. Simply put, I must decide what a person 
skilled in the art would have understood the patentee to have used the language of 
the claim to mean. I will use this approach when required.  

17. In general, I think there is little difficulty in interpreting claim 1. There are, however, a 
couple of terms that are worthy of consideration. 

18. The first of these terms is ‘inert blanket gas’ which is used to cover the cargo of liquid 
hydrocarbon. From the description it is clear that the skilled person would realise that 
the gas is not necessarily chemically unreactive (the chemical definition of ‘inert’) but 
instead as defined on page 7 lines 3-4 of the Patent, “’inert gas’ refers to a gas or a 
mixture of gases, such as flue gas, containing insufficient oxygen to support the 
combustion of hydrocarbons”.  

19. The second term to consider is ‘undissociated and in gaseous form’ used to describe 
the vent gas when being burnt to provide a source of heat energy.  This term is 
explained in the Patent on page 9 lines 23 – 25 as, “the vent gas components 
(methane, NMVOC [non-methane volatile organic compound], hydrogen sulphide, 
carbon dioxide etc) are not separated, and none of the vent gas is liquefied”. Further 
in particular from page 4 line 31 “the VOC is not extracted from the inert gas”. The 
Requester has noted, however, that in the invention of the Patent, claimed in 
dependent claim 21, a return conduit extends from the compressor to a vapour 
absorption device whereby a proportion of the compressed vent gas is reabsorbed 
into the liquid hydrocarbon. This, the Requester says, means the patent proprietor 
has considered that the burning of vent gas can be carried out after a recovery 
process. It seems to me that the skilled person from Fig.2 would realise that part of 
the compressed vent gas can indeed be tapped off along conduit 44 but the 
remaining vent gas continues to the boiler 34 free of any recovery process and in an 
unseparated and non-liquefied form as defined above.  

20. The Observer has identified the inventive concept of claim 1 as: “In a method of 
cargo handling at sea, in which cargo is both loaded to and offloaded from a store, 
during loading of the cargo, burning vent gas which has not been dissociated or 
liquefied and applying the heat energy obtained to the cargo either directly as heat or 
as work by driving a pump”’. This has not been disputed by the Requester. I would 
agree with this but would make clear in the inventive concept that the cargo in store 
is blanketed with inert blanket gas and therefore the vent gas comprises a mixture of 
inert gas and VOC.  

21. Therefore I consider the inventive concept of claim 1 to be: A method of cargo 
handling at sea, in which cargo is both loaded to and offloaded from a store in which 
it is blanketed with inert gas, comprising during loading of the cargo, burning vent 
gas including a mixture of inert gas and VOC, where the vent gas has not been 
dissociated or liquefied, and applying the heat energy obtained to the cargo either 
directly as heat or as work by driving a pump.  

Step (3): Identify what, if any, differences exist between the matter cited as forming 
part of the “state of the art” and the inventive concept of the claim or claim as 
construed. 



Step (4): Viewed without any knowledge of the alleged invention as claimed, do 
those differences constitute steps that would have been obvious to the person skilled 
in the art or do they require any degree of invention.  

22. I will deal with steps 3 and 4 together. The Requester provided nine pieces of prior 
art P1-P9. I will consider each in turn.  

23. P1 is a three-page extract from chapter 4 of the book “Responsible Care: A New 
Strategy For Pollution Prevention and Waste Reduction Through Environmental 
Management” by Nicholas P. Cheremisinoff, Paul Rosenfeld and Anton R. Davletsin. 
Document P1a encloses bibliographic details for P1 confirming that it was published 
in 2008 and highlighting that the chapter explores an overview of the basic 
operations of the refinery and hazards that occur during operations in the petroleum 
industry. The extract describes how vapours consisting of “a mixture of air and 
hydrocarbon concentration” are displaced when filling a compartment of a tank 
vehicle or tanker. Mention is made on page 262 lines 4-9 of loading marine tankers 
in a bottom-loading operation. The key extract referred to by the Requester is the 
third paragraph on page 263. Here we are told that the methods of disposing of 
vapours collected during loading operations may include using the vapours as fuel. 
This “may be employed when the loading facilities are located in or near a facility 
that includes fired heaters or boilers”. Further, “In a typical disposal system, the 
displaced vapours flow through a drip pot to a small vapor holder that is gas 
blanketed to prevent forming of explosive mixtures. The vapors are drawn from the 
holder by a compressor and are discharged to the fuel gas system.”  

24. I agree with the Requester that there is some mention of operations at sea (marine 
tankers). The difference between the disclosure in P1 and the inventive concept of 
claim 1 is that in P1 it appears that the gas is blanketed in a vapour holder but not in 
the store as required by claim 1. Also, the displaced gas provides a source of heat 
energy but there is no mention of using the energy to heat and/or pump stored 
hydrocarbon. Regarding step 4, in particular there is no mention in this disclosure of 
how the heat energy from the fuel gas system could be employed. Specifically, there 
is no suggestion of applying the heat energy to stored hydrocarbon in any way. 
Moreover, the document does not provide any incentive to do so. I therefore do not 
think the skilled person would arrive at claim1 from this document and applying 
common general knowledge alone.  

25. P2 is a lengthy document, “EPA Air Pollution Control Cost Manual, Sixth Edition, 
January 2002”. According to the introduction on page 1-3 it provides up-to-date 
information on air pollution controls for VOCs. As the Observer points out it also 
states that it is not a source of information for ‘mobile sources’ and so this would 
presumably exclude sources at sea. The Requester refers to Section 3.2 VOC 
Destruction Controls, Chapter 2. This chapter is concerned with the disposal of 
industrial gas waste streams containing VOCs. Fig. 2.1 illustrates a thermal 
incinerator where it seems waste gas produces thermal energy. The Requester 
refers to a passage on page 2-9 lines 4-8 that seems to suggest that some of the 
heat energy can be recovered ‘for on-site application’.  

26. Therefore P2 discloses the combustion of land-based VOC emissions to produce 
useful heat energy. However, it does not disclose loading/unloading hydrocarbon 
to/from a store; performing operations at sea; blanketing the hydrocarbon with an 



inert gas; or using the heat energy to heat/pump stored hydrocarbon.  

27. P3 is a one-page extract from “Hydrocarbon Processing’s Environmental Processes 
’98:EBSC Ohost”. P3a provides bibliographic details. The extract is concerned with 
the thermal incineration of VOCs. The Requester highlights a passage which 
includes “Thermal oxidation offers a safe, reliable, cost-effective method to control 
VOC emissions and recover valuable thermal energy. Fuel for a thermal oxidizer 
may be the waste product itself ...”. Hydrocarbon vapours are mentioned later as a 
possible waste stream. 

28. Therefore P3 discloses burning VOCs to provide a source of useful heat energy. 
However, it does not disclose loading/unloading hydrocarbon to/from a store; 
performing operations at sea; blanketing the hydrocarbon with an inert gas; or using 
the heat energy to heat/pump stored hydrocarbon.  

29. Regarding step 4, I will deal with P2 and P3 together. There are many differences 
between these disclosures and the inventive concept of claim 1 as listed above. As 
discussed earlier, the skilled person would be aware of both land and sea based 
operations and could possibly apply techniques from one to the other. However, it 
does not seem likely that they would further be able to apply the teaching from these 
documents to treat the emissions from blanketed hydrocarbon in a store during 
loading and in particular use the heat energy to heat/pump stored hydrocarbon. 
There is no suggestion in either document of making use of the heat energy in this 
way and especially because loading and unloading of hydrocarbons is not 
considered, no apparent incentive for the skilled person to do so. Therefore I do not 
think the relevant skilled person would arrive at the inventive concept from either 
document and common general knowledge.  

30. P4 is a 33-page Marintek Report entitled “VOC – Methane Recovery”. Document 
P4a is a letter from the Norwegian Oil and Gas Association confirming that it was 
made publicly available in 2001. The report discusses methods for the reduction of 
VOC and methane emission from the cargo tanks on crude oil carriers. On p.26 we 
are told that, “The part of the gas emitted during loading from the cargo tanks being 
VOC can be flared or burned to produce energy”. However, it further asserts that, “A 
more realistic approach is to combine power production with a recovery plant, using 
only the part of the gas not recovered for power production covering the power 
consumption of the recovery plant”. The unrecovered gas may be burnt in a steam 
boiler. Section 4.1 explains that the recovery plant is either an absorption plant or a 
condensation plant where VOCs are removed from the vent gas. The vent gas 
includes VOCs and a blanketing inert gas.  

31. Therefore this document discloses handling liquid hydrocarbons at sea including 
loading and unloading cargo where the cargo is blanketed with an inert gas. The 
resulting vent gas is displaced. There is a brief mention of burning at least the VOC 
element of this vent gas. However, the document clearly teaches that the 
recommended process is to at least partially remove the VOC element in a recovery 
plant and use the remaining unrecovered gas to provide a source of energy via a 
steam boiler to primarily power the recovery plant itself. The Requester argues that 
the unrecovered gas is the necessary vent gas undissociated and in gaseous form 
required by claim 1. However, as the Observer points out, the vent gas has been 
pre-processed to extract VOCs and therefore I agree does not meet this term as 



construed above.  

32. P5 is patent document US7032390 which as mentioned earlier is the US equivalent 
of GB2396572 discussed as prior art in the Patent. P5 is similar to P4 in that it 
discloses a plant for the recovery of VOC gas emitted from tankers during loading at 
sea. Referring to Figure 3 reproduced below, VOC gas and an inert gas from a 
tanker 1 is passed through a VOC recovery plant 25 which produces VOC 
condensate by means of compressors 26, 28 and cooling system 30, 31. The VOC 
condensate is passed to a tank 8 and from there to a boiler 35. Steam from the boiler 
is used to heat the VOC condensate and power turbines 27, 29, 31 in the recovery 
plant. Surplus gas from the recovery plant 25 can also be supplied via ventilation 
riser 10 and branched pipe 38 to the boiler 35 for combustion. 

 

33. Again, the Requester argues that the surplus gas is the necessary vent gas 
undissociated and in gaseous form required by claim 1. However, the vent gas has 
been separated into condensed VOCs and the surplus gas; therefore the surplus gas 
does not meet this term. P5 also fails to disclose the heat energy being used to 
heat/pump the cargo. Instead it is used to heat the VOC condensate or power the 
recovery plant.   

34. Regarding steps 3 and 4, I will deal with P4 and P5 together. From above, the 
difference between these disclosures and the inventive concept is that in P4/P5 the 
vent gas is not burnt undissociated. Further in P4/P5 the resulting heat energy is not 
used to heat/pump the cargo. The emphasis in P4 and P5 is that the vent gas is 
processed to at least partially recover the VOCs and the unrecovered or surplus gas 
from this process is burnt to provide energy primarily to power the recovery plant 
itself. This seems quite different to me to burning the vent gas unseparated and 
using the energy to perform work on the cargo itself as required by claim 1. I do not 
think the relevant skilled person would readily adapt the systems in P4 or P5 to 
arrive at the inventive concept.  

35. P7 is an environmental impact assessment report for L&T Recoil Oy’s regeneration 
plant project at Hamina, Finland. The original and an English translation are 
provided. P8 is Decision A1109 (environmental licence) regarding the same 
regeneration plant. Again the original and an English translation are provided. P9 



illustrates Piping and Instrumentation diagrams for the same plant.  

36. There has been some dispute regarding whether P7-P9 were publicly available 
before the priority date of the invention. The Requester in their Observations in Reply 
maintains that P7 was published as a legal requirement before the decision in P8 
was given, the latter being given after public notice in 2008. For the sake of this 
Opinion, I am prepared to accept that P7 and P8 form part of the state of the art. The 
Requester originally stated that permission was obtained to use the drawings of P9 
from which the Observer implied (along with a copyright notice on the drawings) that 
P9 was not a publicly-available document. This has not been followed up by the 
Requester and therefore I am not able to confirm with any confidence that P9 forms 
part of the state of the art. In practice, however, the disclosure in P9 appears to 
provide little more of relevance than that already in P7 and P8. I will deal with P7-P9 
together as each essentially has the same relevant disclosure. 

37. From these disclosures, it appears that the plant’s main function is to process used 
lubricating oils from vessels and convert them into high-quality base oil for lubrication 
oil. The plant is provided with both a hot oil boiler and a steam boiler for providing the 
thermal energy required by the plant. Regarding the steam boiler, according to P8 
page 11, “Natural gas as well as combustion gases released at different stages of 
the regeneration process are used as fuel.” Further, “the filling emissions of the raw 
material receiving tanks and the emissions from the raw material feed tanks are fed 
into the steam boiler”. In particular on page 10 of P7 we are told that the boiler “will 
burn the vent gases from the plant and its storage tanks”. Further from P8 page 18, 
“The vent gases from tanks containing volatile organic compounds (VOC), vent 
gases from loading and unloading as well as from processes are collected and 
burned in the steam boiler”. Although page 24 of P7 states “Nitrogen gas is used for 
the inerting of the equipment”, I could see no mention of the tanks including an inert 
blanket gas as construed above. I could also see no evidence in any of the 
documents of steam from the steam boiler being used to heat or pump material in 
the storage tanks from where the vent gases sent to the steam boiler originated.   

38. Therefore P7-P9 disclose burning vent gas including VOCs displaced from tanks 
during loading/unloading in a steam boiler and using that energy to power a land-
based process plant. The difference between these disclosures and the inventive 
concept is that P7-P9 does not disclose performing operations at sea; using an inert 
blanketing gas; or using the heat energy to heat/pump the stored hydrocarbon. As 
discussed above the skilled person would be aware of both land and sea based 
operations and could possibly apply techniques from one to the other. However, 
there is no suggestion in any of the disclosures of using the steam energy to provide 
energy to the stored hydrocarbon in any form. Presumably, if necessary, alternative 
energy supplies are already available. No incentive to use the heat energy in this 
way is apparent from these disclosures. Therefore I do not think the skilled person 
armed only with his common general knowledge would readily adapt this system to 
arrive at the inventive concept.  

39. I have left P6 until last. P6 is another patent document US3283506 which discloses a 
marine steam turbine propulsion installation for oil tankships. A main boiler 
generates steam at high pressure for supply to the propulsion turbines and an 
auxiliary boiler is provided for generating steam at lower pressure for auxiliary 
purposes such as cargo heating and driving the cargo oil pumps.  



40. Therefore, P6 discloses the use of heat energy to heat/pump liquid-hydrocarbon 
cargo at sea. The difference between the disclosure in P6 and the inventive concept 
is that there is no mention in P6 of loading/unloading cargo and burning the resulting 
vent gas to provide the necessary heat energy.  

41. Regarding step 4, there is no suggestion anywhere in P6 of making use of any vent 
gases to supply the steam boiler or in fact any mention of disposing of vent gases at 
all. Therefore there is nothing in this document that would lead the skilled person to 
employ the vent gases in this way. It does not seem likely that the relevant skilled 
person with knowledge of this document would consider adapting the system of P6 
to arrive at the inventive concept of claim 1. 

42. So far I have considered whether the skilled person with knowledge of any of the 
cited documents in turn would arrive, without exercising any inventive ingenuity, at 
the inventive concept of claim 1. The Requester, however, has also suggested that 
the claims of the Patent lack an inventive step over any of the documents P1-P5, P7-
P9 in combination with P6. I will now deal with this scenario.  

43. P2 and P3 are not concerned with dealing with emissions following loading of 
hydrocarbon and therefore even if combined with the disclosure in P6 a key feature 
of the inventive concept is missing. P4 and P5 teach a system whereby vent gas is 
pre-treated before the unrecovered or surplus gas is used for heat generation. As 
discussed above this seems very different to burning the vent gas in an unseparated 
form and would not be readily employed by the skilled person even with knowledge 
of the process disclosed in P6. Therefore even if the disclosure in P4 or P5 were 
combined with the disclosure in P6, a key feature of the inventive concept is missing. 

44. In P1 disposing of vapours collected during loading operations may include using the 
vapours as fuel by discharging them to a fuel gas system. However, there is no 
suggestion of applying the heat energy to stored hydrocarbon in any way and the 
document does not provide any incentive to do so. Similarly there is no mention or 
suggestion in P6 of disposing of vent gases in the steam boiler or anywhere else. 
Therefore, it does not seem likely to me that the skilled person would find it obvious 
to combine the two disclosures to arrive at the inventive concept of claim 1.  

45. Finally P7-P9 disclose a land-based system where vent gases are burnt in a steam 
boiler to produce useful heat. Again, there is no mention or suggestion in P7-P9 of 
using the steam energy to heat/pump the stored hydrocarbon. Presumably adequate 
energy sources are already available for this if required and therefore there is no 
apparent reason to do so. Similarly there is no mention or suggestion in P6 of 
disposing of vent gases in the steam boiler or anywhere else. Therefore, again it 
does not seem likely to me that the skilled person would find it obvious to combine 
the disclosures to arrive at the inventive concept of claim 1.  

46. Therefore I consider claim 1 to involve an inventive step in light of P1-P9 either alone 
or in combination.  

47. The other independent claim, claim 16, is an apparatus claim with a scope that lies 
within that of claim1. Therefore following the same arguments presented above claim 
16 also involves an inventive step in light of the cited documents.  



48. Similarly, I do not need to consider the dependent claims. 

Opinion  

49. Therefore it is my opinion that the Patent is valid in light of prior art provided by the 
Requester. In particular I am of the opinion that the claims are inventive in light of 
documents P1-P9.  

 
Susan Dewar 
Examiner 
 
 
 

NOTE 
 
This opinion is not based on the outcome of fully litigated proceedings.  Rather, it is 
based on whatever material the persons requesting the opinion and filing 
observations have chosen to put before the Office.  




