Page 1 of 1

Document ID: PTO-P-2005-0023-DRAFT-
g Details %_;'Submitter Enfo@ssignmenﬁ%@ File Set

Dockt ID: PTO-P-2005-0023 _
ionfli#Copy/Moveliiii Rendering 4 Questions &

Comment On |PTO-P-2005-0023-0001 7| Learn more *
Submitter Information

* denotes required field

:

First Name |Anthony g

Middle Initial [P

Last Name IVenturino - i

Mailing Address |Stevens Davis Miller & Mosher, LLP z

Mailing Address 2 [1615L Street, NW Suite 850

City |washington

Country |United States Learn more

State or Province |District of Columbia =

Postal Code {20036

Email Address |venturino@stevensdavis.com

{202-785-0100 ' Acceptable
format is: ##F-FHH-FH#H

Fax Number |

Phone Number

Organization Name i

Number of Items Received

Submission Type |Web

Number of Items |1

https://fdms.erulemaking.net/fdms-web-agency/custom/jsp/agency/agencyCreateDocumentC...  5/16/06



Comment INfo: === mowrRRERS

General Comment:It is wrong and counterproductive to limit examination to ten re
presentative
claims.

The effects of prosecution history estoppel demand a broad range of claims.
Likewise the constraints put on reissue applicants by the recapture rule demand

a
broad range of claims because, if an applicant is forced to fall back too far in

a
feature during the original prosecution, the Patent Office will do everything it

can to
prevent recapture. More intermediate scope claims help aveid falling back too £

ar.

Limiting prosecution to 10 representative claims will also lead to more
continuations than necessary. An applicant that files 40 product claims which
does not get the selected 10 allowed will go for the next 30 in three respective

continuations of ten c¢laims each if necessary.
The Patent Office has set the fees high enough that it can recover its costs.
I would agree that an examiner forced to examine an application 200 claims has a

problem. However, this is not the case in the vast wmajority of applications. Th
us,

the representative number, 1if you must set a representative number, should at
least be tripled to 30.

While I applaud the USPTO in trying to creatively reduce its backloeg,
unreascnably denying applicants, the ability to apply for what they consider the
ir

invention to be is not the answer.



