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IN THE UNITED STA‘I’-ES_PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFTICE

In re application of )
. )

" LYMAN L. BLACKWELL ) L - o
o ) Examiner V. Sunderdick
Serial No. 720,745 ) _ o e

- : ) Group Art Unit 252
Filed: September 7, 1976 ) ,
| - )
For: CHARGED-PARTICLE APPARATUS )
 AND PROCEDURES )
" Pebruary 26, 1977
 Ft. Collins, Colorado
" Hon. Commissioner of Patents
- and Trademarks.
Washington, D. C. 20231
-Sir:
- AMENDMENT

In response to the Office Actlon 6f February 10,
1977,.p1ease amend the above-entitled ébplication as follows :
| IN THE SPECIFICATION o

Line 10: ?%orrect the spélliné of "numerous”.
N 1N THE CLATMS o
Claim 1
Liné 2: ”Afﬁer ﬁa" insert_~»'fréé¥épace ;—.
.Line 4: After "a"'insert'~—'free—spaﬁe;;f.“’
| Claim 43 s
‘Linéfu;_”Aftér,"a" 1nsert,—~'free—spa¢e_Qfﬂ___::

Claim 44 -

Line 2: _After "a" insert - freefspaée -



- Claim A5

'Lin§ 3: fAfter ﬁa" insert ~—4free—sbace.~~}__
Claim 16 | |

“Line 2: After "a" inserﬁ -- free—spdce‘——;,
REMARKS-V

‘A formal error has been corrected in the épécificétion.
A simllar amendment ﬂas been made to each of séVera; of the
claiﬁs in order better to_distinguish,-as a matter of ﬁefe )
language, from U. s. Patent 3,895,3674Visser; althougﬁ_it
was recoghized‘that Visser teaches nofhing at all pertinent
to the present in?entidn,_it was also recogniéed that such
a hon-anélorous solidlstaté device should befter te diffefentiated.
Reconsideration of the application and the allowance of |
Claims 1-U46 are respectfully reoueqted _ | J
Prior to the filing of the oresent applicatlon, apblicant s
_ assiynee had a thorough search conducted of the prior art.
Initially, the professionally—qualified sgarcher,fell>into
thé semantic trap of thinking that the électrons émitted’in__
T vacuum gauges'did‘the éame thing as proposed by applicaﬁt.'
- In relying upbn»3,iﬁ9,279-Gui1d and;3,356,§37—Watters, if
1s submitted that the Examiner has fallen into.that same
trap. In fact,llpw~pressure detectofs of the kind disclosea
in those reférences‘were méntioned in the introducﬁion to thé‘
present application, after wh;ch they were digﬁiSSed as‘ﬁy
not being applicable. | | |
So far.as apnlicant 1s aWéré,,after.exﬁensiVeAsearéhing
~and addifionallyiih view of the references'cited by fhe*Exariner;'~—
a new phenomenon has been dlscovered topether with correopondinﬁly

new ways of taking advantare of 1%t.



F:

Guild so.biases'an electrode 7 as to accelefate'
“electron emitted.from‘a'filament-ﬂ TonizationIWhich occurs
is,a result of bombardment of molecules by those accelerated |
electrons. Similarly, Wattere 80 biases anode 6 as t0'
accelerate electrons emitted byta cathode 3. Tons are, |
nroduced by impact and are thereaften, aS'in Guild, retfieved
by an ion collector.? Hees and McGowan similarly u°e hi?hly
accelerated electrons to ionize pa”ticles. Again,,this iu
the typical vacuum~yage approach re”erred to in the -
.1ntroduction to the application and entirely distinyui;hed
Prom in the specif*cation. Scheidweiler et al . simply has
nothing to do with electron ionization, while Hill‘ et al is
absolutely of no pertinence in‘that it involves:a corona—type,'
discharge device. | ) o |

In distinct contrast, anplicant emits-electrons into

a region at a velocity insufficient to 5onive air therein.,

Yost distinctively, that region, into which the electrons are.
emitted, is‘subjected to a fleld of sufficient strength and

_ poled in a direction to renel the electrons back toward. thelr'

3ource of emission. In the prior art vacuun pages, the field
i3 always in exactly the reverse direction. Woreover the
“lectrons emitted in those devices have to be accelerated
% a velocity sufficient to lonize air, or else they wouldn‘t,,
9rk as a _vacuum gage. It is clear, therefore, that the -
“”‘ncipal claims, includinr Claim l distinpuish absolutely
“rep anythinh disclosed bv either Guild or Watters Thek
e parameterﬂ in applioant's svstem, and as’ claimed are
’”Dly the reverse of anything disélosed 1n those references.A

-

s



What has just been said based upon Claim l 1s equally
applicable to Claim 10. The referencee do not create a
field between.the'heated element and the collecting membef:
that is poled as thereiln defined.‘_In'Facﬁ; the'feferenoee»
establish a field that 1is exactly the opbosite. The same
commento apply to Claim h3. Certainl;, there 1s nothinr in
-the references teaching the orocedure, as dePined in Claim by,
of heating introduced particles to a temnerature sufficient to
~create an,electrical charge and tnen_collecting those charged
particles in tﬁe manner defined. Similarly,»the.referenoesA
Vfail to teach the heating of»a conglomerateltoba tempereture
‘sufficient to oreak apart the same info ihdividuallyrcherged R
particles and thereafter collecting the same ae'definedvin(_
'Claim 5, Tinally, there 1s absolutely no reoognitionjin' -
the feferences of the subjecting of the partioles,to ao:
oxidation catalyst and the attendant result as defined in
Claim 46. | | e

The discussion hereln has 1imited’itse1f to the '-‘
.independentbclaiméav Because_they SO clearly.distinguieh
~ the féatures‘of applicant's invention from the cited priori
:art; 1t is not believed necessary to become invol?ed ih_
further discussion of the dependenﬁ'claims. | _. | _

_in summary, it is pointed out that, wo;leiepblioant,;‘
has a'heafed filament that can boil-off electrons; theo
biasinq.in the systemAis such as'tOyrepellthosefelectfons.-
"This is exactlv the opposite as the condition which obtains
in prior deviceo such as vacuum pages. Depavting, then, from

that environment, and having claims which distinpuish clearly

) thereQVer, applicant teaches the avallability of numerous new

results which broceed'from his different combinatiOns.v'For

certaln, many of the claims are so couched as to appear to

~l
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_bé in ektremely broad‘“ormat. Tt is submitted that
.applicant 1s entitled to such claims, because hio
invention or diucovery is not only novel but also is
of substantial breadth in terms of 1ts ultimate scope
‘vof,éppliCation.‘ | |

| Wiﬁh this amendment, the épplicatioﬁ is believed.
to be 1In condifion for allowance, and such action at. an .
early date is earnestlv solicited. |

~Respectfu11y 3ubmitted

Hugh. H. DraLe

Attorney for Applicant
P. 0. Box T27 N '
Pt. Collins, Colorado 80522
Telephone (303) 493-0123
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