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Summaa of Motions Decisions 

Correa's Preliminary Motion.1 is Dismissed.  

Correa's Preliminary Motion 2 is Granted.  

Correa's Preliminary Motion 3 is Granted.  

Correa's Preliminary Motion 4 is Dismissed.  

Correa's Preliminary Motion 5 is Denied.  

Roberts' Preliminary Motion I is Granted.  

Backpround Facts 

I . This interference was declared on September 17, 2002.  

2. Junior party Correa is involved in this interference on the basis of its Patent No.  

5,490,847, which issued from Application 08/156,19 1, filed on November 22, 1993.  

3. Senior party Roberts is involved in this interference on the basis of its Application 

08/788,799, filed on January 22, 1997.  

4. Senior party Roberts has been accorded the benefit of EPO Application 92870052.5, 

filed on March 31, 1992; PCT Application US93/02448, filed on March 15, 1993; and Patent No.  

5,649,917, which issued from Application 08/307,672, filed on September 22, 1994. Its earliest 

accorded benefit date is March 31, 1992.  

5. The real party in interest of junior party Correa is Johnson & Johnson Industria E 

Commercio Ltda., of Brazil.  
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6. The real party in interest of senior party Roberts is Proctor & Gamble Co.  

7. The Count of this interference is: 

Claim 20 of Roberts' Application 08/788,799 
or 

Claim I of Correa's Patent No. 5,490,847 

S. Claim 20 of Roberts reads as follows: 

A sanitary napkin comprising: 

an absorbent core having a body-facing surface, a garment
facing surface, and longitudinal edges; 

a liquid impervious backsheet overlying said body-facing 
side of said absorbent core, 

a liquid pervious topsheet overlying said garment-facing side of said 
absorbent core; 

at least one flap, each said flap being comprised of 
continuous extensions of said topsheet and said backsheet; and 

a pair of barrier elements comprising a layer of absorbent 
material overlying said topshect andjoined thereto along said 
longitudinal edges, wherein, when the sanitary napkin assumes a 
shape when wom, said barrier elements stand up to form channels 
for containing body fluid.  

9. Claim I of Correa reads as follows: 

Disposable intimate feminine absorbent comprising: 

an upper liquid permeable sheet; 

a lower liquid impermeable lining sheet; 
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a liquid absorbent core between said sheets; 

at least one absorbent cuff comprised of a layer of 
hydrophilic material disposed on top of the upper liquid permeable 
sheet and affixed along at least one edge of said absorbent; and 

at least one lateral wing comprised of continuous extension 
of said upper liquid permeable sheet, said lower liquid impermeable 
sheet, and said layer of hydrophilic material; 

said cuff when flexed moving away from said upper sheet to 
provide a region for containing liquid.  

10. Roberts' claims corresponding to the count are claims 14, 15, 16, 18, 19, 20, 22 and 

23, of which claims 14 and 20 are independent claims.  

11. Each of Roberts' claims 15, 16, 18 and 19 depend from Roberts' claim 14, and each 

of Roberts' claims 22 and 23 depend from Roberts' claim 20.  

12. Correa's claims corresponding to the count, as indicated in the Notice Declaring 

Interference, are claims 1-3, 5, 6, 9 and 10.  

13. The parties are in agreement that one with ordinary skill in the field of designing 

disposable absorbent articles typically possesses at least a bachelor's degree in chemistry or 

chemical engineering, material science or other fields of engineering such as mechanical 

engineering and three to five years of experience in industry.  
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Discussion 

A. Correa's Preliminary Motion I 

By this preliminary motion, Correa seeks to be accorded the benefit of the filing date of its 

Brazilian priority application PI 9204863-3, filed November 25, 1992. This preliminary motion is 

not opposed.  

We note that in the Notice Declaring Interference, senior party Roberts was accorded the 

benefit of EPO Application 92870052.5, filed March 31, 1992. That accorded benefit date of 

senior party Roberts has not been attacked by junior party Correa. Note alsothatin its 

preliminary statement junior party Correa states: 

Junior party Correa does not intend to present evidence to prove a 
conception or actual reduction to practice and intends to rely solely on the filing 
date of Brazilian application No. 9204863, filed November 25, 1992, to prove a 
constructive reduction to practice of the invention of Count 1.  

Even if this preliminary motion is granted, junior party Correa would remain as the junior 

party because party Roberts has an even earlier accorded benefit date. Moreover, because junior 

party Correa has not alleged a date of invention or conception prior to the March 31, 1992 benefit 

date of senior party Roberts, it is not necessary to decide whether party Correa is entitled to be 

accorded the benefit of the November 25, 1992 filing date of its Brazilian priority application, 

which is still subsequent to Roberts' accorded benefit date of March 31, 1992.  

Based on the foregoing, Correa's Preliminary Motion I is dismissed.  
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B. Correa's PrelimmM Motion 2 

By this preliminary motion, Correa asserts that claims 14-16, 18-20 and 22 of Roberts are 

unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 4,695,278 

("Lawson '278") (Exhibit 2002).  

Few matters in patent law are as well established as the principle that anticipation under 35 

U.S.C. § 102 requires the disclosure in a single piece of prior art each and every limitation of a 

claimed invention. E.g., AMle Computer, hic. V. Articulate Systems, Inc., 234 F.3d 14, 20, 57 

USPQ2d 1057, 1061 (Fed. Cir. 2000); Glaxo, Inc. v. Novol2hann, Ltd., 52 F.3d 1043, 1047, 34 

USP02d 1565, 1567 (Fed. Cir. 1995). That certainty, however, does not make anticipation a 

simple matter, because in certain situations not everything recited in a claim is necessarily a 

feature which must be met by the applied prior art reference. For instance, citing seven cases 

spanning over forty years, the Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit stated, in In re Schreiber, 

128 F.3d 1473, 1477, 44 USPQ2d 1429, 1431 (Fed. Cir. 1997): "It is well settled that the 

recitation of a new intended use for an old product does not make a claim to that old product 

patentable." More specifically, the Court stated, id.: 

Although Schreiber is correct that Harz does not address the use of 
the disclosed structure to dispense popcorn, the absence of a disclosure 
relating to function does not defeat the Board's finding of anticipation. It is 
well settled that the recitation of a new intended use for an old product does not 
make a claim to that old product patentable. (Citations omitted.) (Emphasis 
added.) 
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As will be discussed in detail below, the determinative issue with respect to Correa's 

Preliminary Motion 2 is whether the recitation of a "sanitary napkin" in the preamble of Roberts' 

independent claims 14 and 20 is only a statement of intended use and adds nothing to the 

structure already defined in the body of those claims. As a matter of claim interpretation, we 

answer that question in the affirmative. At the outset, however, we first consider each recited 

limitation in the body of claims 20 and 14.  

The first claim feature following the preamble of claim 20 is "an absorbent core having a 

body-facing surface, a garment facing surface, and longitudinal edges." According to Correa's 

preliminary motion Fact ý 42, Lawson '278 discloses an absorbent core 44 disposed between a 

topsheet 38 and a backsheet 42, and the backsheet is disposed away from the body of the wearer.  

Also according to Correa's preliminary motion, the absorbent article is intended to be wom inside 

clothing. Roberts does not dispute these alleged facts. Based on Correa's Fact ý 42 and parts of 

Lawson '278 cited in that paragraph, we find that Lawson '278 discloses an absorbent core 

having a body-facing surface, a garment facing surface, and longitudinal edges.  

The next claim feature in claim 20 is "a liquid impervious backsheet overlying said 

garment-facing side of said absorbent core." According to Correa's preliminary motion Fact ý 43, 

Lawson '278 discloses a liquid impervious backsheet 42 which overlies the side of the absorbent 

core away from the body of the wearer. Roberts does not dispute these alleged facts. Based on 

Correa's Fact ý 43 and parts of Lawson '278 cited in that paragraph, we find that Lawson '278 

further discloses a liquid impervious backsheet overlying said garment-facing side of said 

absorbent core.  
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The next feature in claim 20 is "a liquid pervious topsheet overlying said body-facing side 

of said absorbent core." According to Correa's preliminary motion Fact ý 44, Lawson '278 

discloses a liquid pervious topsheet 38 which overlies the side of the absorbent contacting the 

body of the wearer. Roberts does not dispute these alleged facts. Based on Correa's Fact 144 

and parts of Lawson '278 cited in that paragraph, we find that Lawson '278 further discloses a 

liquid pervious topsheet overlying said body-facing side of said absorbent core.  

The next feature in claim 20 is "at least one flap, each said flap being comprised of 

continuous extensions of said topsheet and said backsheet." According to Correa's preliminary 

motion Fact 145, Lawson '278 discloses two flaps formed from continuous extensions of the 

backsheet and the topsheet. Roberts does not dispute these alleged facts. Based on Correa's Fact 

145 and parts of Lawson '278 cited in that paragraph, we find that Lawson '278 further discloses 

at least one flap, each said flap being comprised of continuous extensions of said topsheet and said 

backsheet.  

The next feature in claim 20 is "a pair of barrier elements comprising a layer of absorbent 

material overlying said topsheet and joined thereto along said longitudinal edges, wherein, when 

the sanitary napkin assumes a shape when worn, said barrier elements stand up to form channels 

for containing body fluid." According to Correa's preliminary motion Fact I 46(b), citing to 

various parts of the Lawson '278 reference, Lawson '278 discloses a pair of barrier elements 

comprising a layer of absorbent material overlying said topsheet and joined thereto along said 

longitudinal edges. While Roberts denies Correa's Fact I 46(b), we are unpersuaded by the 

arguments contained in Robert's opposition as to why the portions of Lawson '278 cited in 
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Correa's Fact I 46(b) do not satisfy the requirement of a pair of barrier elements comprising a 

layer of absorbent material overlying said topsheet and joined thereto along said longitudinal 

edges. As is pointed out by Correa, Lawson '278 describes barrier cuffs 62, one on either side, 

separately secured to the topsheet 38 along longitudinal edges and which may be provided with 

absorbent means therein. Column 10, lines 34-36; column 9, lines 47-49; column 4,19-22; 

column 4, lines 5-8; Figures 3 and 4. Roberts' argument is not that barrier cuffs 62 of Lawson 

'278 are not barrier elements comprising a layer of absorbent material overlying the top sheet and 

joined thereto along longitudinal edges, but that the overall article disclosed by Lawson '278 is a 

diaper while the claimed article of Roberts is a sanitary napkin. According to Roberts (Opp. at 

15), the recitation of "sanitary napkin" in Roberts' claim 20 takes on structural significance which 

cannot be ignored in conducting an anticipation analysis. The argument is rejected.  

The preamble of claim 20 of Roberts recites: "A sanitary napkin comprising:"; Roberts' 

specification does not provide any special definition for the term "sanitary napkin." Thus, we 

regard the ten-n as having its ordinary meaning in the English language. In The Random House 

College Dictionary, Revised Edition (1982), the term "sanitary napkin" is defined as: 

an absorbent pad for wear by women during menstruation to 
absorb the uterine flow.  

The only structure required by a "sanitary napkin" is an absorbent pad. The rest of the definition 

is directed to an intended use for the pad, i.e., worn by women during menstruation to absorb the 

uterine flow. All of the structural significance of a "sanitary napkin" is already met by the 

disclosure in Lawson '278 of an absorbent core having a body-facing surface, a garment-facing 
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surface, and longitudinal edges. The barrier cuffs 62 of Lawson '278 do not cease to be barrier 

elements simply because the overall article is a "diaper" not necessarily worn by women during 

menstruation to absorb uterine flow. Note further that the "diaper" disclosed in Lawson '278 is 

not strictly for infants. The Lawson '278 reference defines the term "diaper" as follows (column 

3, lines 4-6): 

As used herein, the term "diaper" refers to a garment generally worn by infants 
and incontinent persons that is worn about the lower torso of the wearer.  
(Emphasis added.) 

We find that Lawson '278 discloses diapers of sufficient size to fit an adult female as well as 

diapers for infants, both having the structure described in its disclosure and shown in its Figures.  

According to Correa's preliminary motion Fact T 47, citing to various parts of the Lawson 

'278 reference, Lawson '278 discloses that when the "sanitary napkin" assumes a shape when 

wom, the barrier elements stand up to form channels for containing body fluids. Roberts does not 

dispute these alleged facts. Based on Correa's Fact T 47 and parts of Lawson '278 cited in that 

paragraph, we find that Lawson '278 discloses that when its disclosed article assumes a shape 

when worn, the barrier elements stand up to form channels for containing body fluid.  

The only item not accounted for, then, is the "sanitary napkin" recited in the preamble of 

Roberts' claim 20. As is noted above, a "sanitary napkin" is merely an absorbent pad for wear by 

women during menstruation to absorb the uterine flow, and the requirement for an absorbent pad 

is already accounted for by the disclosure of the Lawson '278 reference. We hold that the term 

adds nothing of structural significance to the features recited in the body of the claim. Rather, it 

adds only a statement of the intended use for the claimed article.  

- 10 -



Interference No. 105,019 
Correa v. Roberts 

As is explained by the Federal Circuit in Apple Computer Inc., 234 F.3d at 22, 57 

USPQ2d at 1063: 

Language in a claim preamble, however, acts as a claim limitation only when such 
language serves to "give meaning to a claim and properly define the invention," 
not when the preamble merely states a purpose or intended use of the 
invention. hi re Paulsen, 30 F.3d 1475, 1479, 31 USPQ2d 1671, 1673 (Fed. Cir.  
1994)(quoting DeGeorize v. Bemier, 768 F.2d 1318, 1322 n.3, 226 USPQ 758, 
764 n.3 (Fed. Cir. 1985)). (Emphasis added.) 

As is further explained by the Federal Circuit in Catalina Marketing International v.  

Coolsavings.com, Inc., 289 F.3d 801, 808, 62 USPQ2d 1781, 1784-85 (Fed. Cir. 2002): 

In general, a preamble limits the invention if it recites essential structure or steps, 
or if it is "necessary to give life, meaning, and vitality" to the claim. Pitney Bowes, 
182 F.3d at 1305. Conversely, a preamble is not limiting "where a patentee 
defines a structurally complete invention in the claim body and uses the 
preamble only to state a purpose or intended use for the invention." Rowe v.  
Dror, 112 F.3d 473, 479, 42 USPQ2d 1550, 1553 (Fed. Cir. 1997). (Emphasis 
added.) 

Such is the case here. The body of the claim already defines an absorbent core with a backsheet 

and a topsheet, which constitutes a pad, usable for absorbing and containing body fluid. The 

recitation of "sanitary napkW' in the preamble only further specifies the inventor's purpose or 

intended use for the claimed structure. The structure defined in the body of the claim is not 

further limited by the recitation of a "sanitary napkin" in the preamble. The circumstance is like 

that in Catalina Marketing International, 289 F.3d at 810, 62 USPQ2d at 1786-87. The invention 

as defined in the body of the claim has its own life, meaning, and vitality, without regard to the 

intended use specified in the preamble, and treating the intended use as a limitation would 

effectively impose a method limitation on an apparatus claim without justification.
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We recognize that the term "sanitary napkin" appears once more in the body of claim 20 

where Roberts is referring to use of the article being claimed. That second recitation does not 

change the structure or manner of operation of the claimed article. It reaffirms the intended use 

indicated in the preamble, and is only a reference to the article being claimed, adding nothing 

further to the pre-existing structural and operational requirements. Contrary to an apparent 

suggestion by party Roberts, the cases of Catalina Marketing International, sup and Bell 

Communications Research, hic. v. Vitalink Communications Com., 55 F.3d 615, 34 USPQ2d 

IS 16 (Fed. Cir. 1995), do not stand for the inflexible proposition that so long as the preamble 

term at issue appears at least once in the body of the claim it takes on more than an intended use 

significance. As is stated in Catalina Marketing International, 289 F.3d at 808, 62 USPQ2d at 

1785: "No litmus test defines when a preamble limits claim scope." Every case depends on its 

own facts, e.g., how the reiteration of the same term in the body of the claim affects the structure 

and operation of the claimed device. Here, the second appearance of "sanitary napkin" adds no 

structural or operational limitation to the claim but reaffirms the intended use first indicated in the 

preamble. In Catalina Marketing International, 289 F.3d at 811, 62 USPQ2d at 1787, it was 

determined that the phrase at issue in claim 25 contained a process aspect in the claimed system, 

i.e., "a coupon dispensing entity must designate a location for a terminal before placing it [the 

terminal] at that site (Emphasis added)." Party Roberts has not explained or established any 

similar process feature for the claimed "sanitary napkin" beyond simply the intended use for the 

article.  
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At oral argument on July 31, 2003, the motions panel asked counsel for Roberts just what 

structural feature is required by the recitation of "sanitary napkiW' in the preamble, which is not 

found in the Lawson '278 reference. Counsel for Roberts' response was that a sanitary napkin 

must have the ability to be placed in an undergarment and have flaps that wrap around the edges 

of the undergarment, while also having cuffs that stand up from the top sheet (Oral Argument 

Transcript at 32). The problem is that the assertion of Roberts' counsel is not supported by 

sufficient evidence in the record. Party Roberts did not submit the testimony of any technical 

witness which represents that a "sanitary napkin" is a term of art understood by one with ordinary 

skill as necessarily having flaps which wrap around the edges of an undergarment.  

The specification of Roberts does not define "sanitary napkin," and as noted above, the 

dictionary definition of "sanitary napkin" is simply an absorbent pad for wear by women during 

menstruation to absorb the uterine flow. Furthermore, in proceedings before the USPTO, claim 

terms in applications are properly construed according to their broadest reasonable interpretation 

not inconsistent with the specification. In re Yamamoto, 740 F.2d 1569, 1571-72, 222 USPQ 

934, 936-937 (Fed. Cir. 1984); In re Sneed, 710 F.2d 1544,1548, 218 USPQ 385, 389 (Fed. Cir.  

1983). Here, the broadest reasonable interpretation for a "sanitary napkin" not inconsistent with 

the specification is just what the dictionary defines, "an absorbent pad for wear by women during 

menstruation to absorb the uterine flow," not the narrow construction urged by party Roberts 

without justification, i.e., that it must have the specific kind of flaps having a structure capable of 

wrapping around the edges of the undergarment of the wear. Moreover, if the issue is mere 

"capability," as counsel for Roberts suggested during oral argument, we find that the flaps of 
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Lawson '278 are capable of being used to wrap around the edges of an undergarment 

notwithstanding that that may not be the intended use of the flaps in Lawson '278.  

Regarding claim 14, party Roberts admits and does not dispute that the recited (1) "a 

liquid pervious topsheet," (2) "a liquid impervious backsheet joined with said top sheet," and (3) 

"an absorbent core positioned between said top sheet and said backsheet" are present or disclosed 

in the Lawson '278 reference. Claim 14 further recites: "at least one barrier element joined to 

said topsheet." Roberts admits and does not dispute that the Lawson '278 reference discloses a 

barrier cuff 62 joined to the topsheet 38 as shown in Figure 3. In that regard, we find that the 

barrier cuff 62 is a barrier element. Claim 14 further recites: "said barrier element having a 

proximal edge joined to said topsheet." Roberts admits and does not dispute that barrier cuffs 62 

of the Lawson '278 reference each has a proximal edge 64 joined to the topsheet. Claim 14 

further recites that the at least one barrier element has "a free edge spaced away from said 

proximal edge and being free from securement to at least a portion of said topsheet." Roberts 

admits and does not dispute that the distal edge 66 of the barrier cuff of the Lawson '278 

reference is spaced away from the proximal edge and that the Lawson '278 reference discloses 

that the distal edge 66 is preferably not secured to any element at least in the crotch region so that 

it may be spaced away from the top surface 40 of the topsheet 38. Claim 14 further recites: said 

at least one barrier element comprising an absorbent material for absorbing and containing body 

fluids which contact said barrier element." Roberts admits and does not dispute that the Lawson 

'278 reference discloses that the barrier cuffs may additionally be provided with absorbent means 

to absorb and contain exudates which contact the barrier buff. On that basis, we find that the 
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barrier cuffs of the Lawson '278 reference comprises absorbent material for absorbing and 

containing body fluids which contact the barrier cuffs. In this context, we find that absorbable 

"exudates" is another term for body fluids, and Roberts makes no contention that it is not.  

Claim 14 additionally recites: "at least one lateral flap comprised of an extension of said 

topsheet and said backsheet." Roberts admits and does not dispute that as disclosed in the 

Lawson '278 reference side flaps 58 are formed from the extension of the backsheet 42 and the 

topshect 38. We find that side flap 58 as shown in Figures 2 and 3 of the Lawson '278 reference 

are comprised of an extension of the topsheet and the backsheet. In that regard, note column 7, 

lines 55-56 of the Lawson '278 reference, which states that the side flaps 58 are formed from the 

extension of the backshect 42 and the topsheet 38. Claim 14 further recites that at least a portion 

of the barrier element is coextensive with the topsheet where it is joined thereto. Wefindthatas 

is shown in Figure 3 of the Lawson '278 reference, a portion of the barrier cuff 62 in the bottom 

area J .oined to the top sheet 38 is coextensive with the topsheet, just as Roberts has identified item 

64 in its Figure 7 as the portion of the barrier element that is coextensive with its topsheet (See 

Roberts Clean Copy of Claims - Exhibit 2005). Finally, claim 14 recites that "wherein, during 

use, said barrier element is spaced away from said topsheet so as to stand up to contain fluids." 

Roberts admits and does not dispute that the Lawson '278 reference discloses that during use, the 

distal edge of the barrier cuff is sufficiently spaced away from the topshect top surface 40 so that 

a channel 96 is formed to restrain, contain and hold body exudates. We find that as is shown in 

Figure 3 of the Lawson '278 reference and discussed in Lawson '278's column 8, line 64 - column 

9, line 1, the distal edge 66 of the barrier cuff 62 is sufficiently spaced away from the topsheet so 
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that a channel is formed to restrain, contain and hold body exudates, and that such a channel 

inherently restrains, contains, and holds body fluids. The effect is the same as that identified by 

Roberts in its Clean Copy of Claims (Exhibit 2005), by reference to Item 109 of Figures 2 and 7 

of Roberts' specification, in connection with the wherein clause of claim 14.  

The argument set forth by Roberts with respect to claim 14 is much the same as that 

made with respect to claim 20. Roberts argues that the preamble of claim 14 sets forth that the 

claimed article is a sanitary napkin, whereas the Lawson '278 reference discloses a diaper, not a 

sanitary napkin. This argument is rejected for the same reasons we already discussed above in the 

context of claim 20. In short, the intended use of the article as a sanitary napkin does not change 

the structural configuration of the claimed article or the cooperative relationships of all its 

components, and that the term "sanitary napkin," when construed as broadly as reasonably 

permitted, means only an absorbent pad for wear by women during menstruation to absorb the 

uterine flow. The "diaper" of the Lawson '278 reference is also for wear by incontinent persons 

generally and is not limited to wear by infants or toddlers.  

Claim 14 does additionally recite in its preamble that the sanitary napkin is of the type for 

placement in an undergarment. No evidence has been submitted by Roberts to show that such 

sanitary napkins for placement within an undergarment must or must not have certain particular 

structural features. Roberts also has not referenced any part of its specification which sets forth 

that such type of sanitary napkin must or must not have a certain structural feature. Roberts 

further has not argued that such "type" of sanitary napkins must or must not have any special 

structural features as distinguished from other types of sanitary napkins. Construing the term as 
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broadly as reasonably permitted, we take it to mean that the article is wom directly against the 

body of the wearer rather than separated therefrom by an undergarment. The absorbent article 

disclosed by the Lawson '278 reference satisfies this requirement.  

Relying on the testimony of party Correa's own technical witness, party Roberts argues 

that while lateral flaps in sanitary napkins have the function of wrapping the sanitary napkin to the 

undergarment of the wearer, flaps in the context of diapers have the different function of 

gasketing structures and do not serve as ties. We have reviewed the cited testimony of Ms.  

Catherine E. Salerno (Exhibit 2008 on page 5, paragraph 9) and do not find that testimony 

sufficient to establish what party Roberts asserts. Ms. Salerno nowhere indicates that structural 

extensions which serve to tie the sanitary napkin to an undergarment are the only thing that can or 

should be refer-red to as a flap or lateral flap in the context of a sanitary napkin. Ms. Salerno also 

nowhere indicates that gasketing structures are the only thing that can or should be referred to as 

a flap or side flap in the context of a diaper. Ms. Salemo merely gave two examples of flaps in an 

absorbent article, one being a tie in a sanitary napkin and the other being a gasketing structure in a 

diaper. Her testimony does not establish that a "lateral flap" or "flap" in a sanitary napkin is 

necessarily a tie that wraps to an undergarment and cannot, in any instance, be a gasketing 

structure, or that a "side flap" or "flap" in a diaper is necessarily a gasketing structure and cannot, 

in any instance, be a tie. We take the term "flap" to have a meaning according to its ordinary 

usage in the English language, such as that defined in The Random House College Dictionary, 

Revised Edition (1982): "something broad and flexible, or flat and thin, that hangs loosely, 

attached at one side only." That meaning comports to and is consistent with the parties' 
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understanding that the term "flap" as applied to absorbent articles has long been understood to 

denote the elongated structures extending from the sides of the main body of the absorbent article, 

albeit what is referred to as "the elongated structures" by the parties is not entirely clear. Neither 

party presented evidence that the term "flap" has a special meaning in the art that is contrary to its 

ordinary meaning or usage in the English language. To the extent party Roberts has argued for 

such a special meaning, the argument is rejected.  

Claim 14 does not specify the particular function of the recited flaps. Accordingly, flaps 

which serve as ties or flaps which provide a gasketing function are both adequate to meet the 

recitation. Senior party Roberts had ample opportunity to amend its application claims as a 

response to junior party's preliminary motion 2 to recite particularly that the flaps tie the sanitary 

napkin to the undergarment. Had it done so, the Lawson '278 reference would not be sufficient 

to meet what is claimed. But that is not the circumstance now before us.  

With regard to claims 15, 16 and 18, each of which depends from claim 14, Roberts does 

not dispute that the Lawson '278 reference discloses the features additionally recited in those 

claims relative to independent claim 14. Claim 19 depends from claim 14 and further recites that 

said flap is an extension of the topsheet and the backsheet. Roberts admits and does not dispute 

Correa's statement that the Lawson '278 reference discloses that the side flaps 58 are formed 

from the extension of the backsheet 42 and the topsheet 38. We find that the feature set forth in 

claim 19 is indeed met by the Lawson '278 reference, which in column 7, lines 56-57, states "the 

side flaps 58 are formed from the extension of the backsheet 42 and the topsheet 38 

.... Claim 22 depends from claim 20 and further recites that the barrier elements comprise a 
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layer of foam. Roberts admits and does not dispute Correa's statement, citing to column 9, lines 

1-4, that the Lawson '278 reference discloses that the barrier cuff 62 may be manufactured from 

foam. We find that the feature set forth in claim 22 is indeed met by the Lawson '278 reference, 

which in column 9, lines 1-4, states "The barrier cuff 62 may be manufactured from a wide variety 

of materials such as polypropylene, polyester, rayon, nylon, foams, plastic films, formed films, and 

elastic foams." 

For the foregoing reasons, junior party Correa has shown that claims 14-16, 18-20 and 22 

of Roberts are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No.  

4,695,278.  

As for the patentability of Correa's own claims corresponding to the count over the 

Lawson '278 reference, we express no view. The issue need not be decided, because judgment is 

concurrently entered herewith against junior party Correa on the ground of priority. Evenif 

Correa's claims are patentable over the prior art asserted by Correa against Roberts, Correa still 

would not be entitled to these claims.  

C. Correa's Preliminq1y Motion 3 

By this preliminary motion, Correa asserts that claim 23 of Roberts is unpatentable under 

35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph, for lack of written description in the specification. Claim 23 

depends from claim 20 and recites as follows: 

23. The sanitary napkin of Claim 20 further comprising a pair of flaps said flaps 
comprising said topsheet, said backsheet, and said barrier elements.  
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There is no assertion by Correa that base claim 20 of Roberts is without written description 

support in the specification. The issue here is focused on the requirement that "said flaps 

comprising said topsheet, said backsheet, and said barrier elements." 

According to Correa, the feature "said flaps comprising said topsheet, said backsheet, and 

said barrier elements" means that the barrier elements must also extend along with the other parts 

of the flap, i.e., the topsheet and the backsheet. We have already determined that based on its 

dictionary definition, "flap" means "something broad and flexible, or flat and thin, that hangs 

loosely, attached at one side only." For the flaps to comprise the topsheet, backsheet, and the 

barrier elements as is recited in Roberts' claim 23, we agree with Correa that the barrier elements 

must also reach out along the direction of extension of the flap, together with the topsheet and the 

backsheet. In other words, the barrier elements must take part in the nature of the flaps as flaps.  

An opposing view would not be reasonable. It is not necessary that all such extensions terminate 

at the same end point. However, they must each take part in the extension of the flaps as flaps.  

We reject Roberts' argument that mere attachment of the barrier elements to the flaps 

satisfies the claim requirement of said flaps comprising said topsheet, said backsheet, and said 

barrier elements. Mere attachment is a concept so broad that it does not imply an extension or 

reach in any particular direction, including the direction of extension of the flap. For example, 

in the last paragraph beginning on page 25 of Robert's specification, it is stated: 
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The embodiment of the sanitary napkin shown in FIG 7 is provided with the barrier 
means 62 joined to the topsheet 38. The term "joined" includes any means for 
affixing the barrier means [62] to the sanitary napkin and includes embodiments 
wherein the barrier means 62 is a separate element having the proximal edge 64 
directly or indirectly attached to the topsheet 38 (i.e. integral) or embodiments 
wherein the barrier means 62 is made from the same element or material as the 
topsheet 38 so that the proximal edge 64 is a continuous and undivided element of 
the topsheet (i.e. unitary). The barrier means 62 may alternatively be joined to 
the side flap 58, the backsheet 42, the absorbent core 44, the topshect 38 or any 
combination of these or other elements of the sanitary napkin. (Emphasis added.) 

The above-quoted disclosure does not require the barrier element to have any extension in the 

direction of extension of the flap. The disclosure is much broader than what the claim requires.  

We recognize that in Roberts' Figure 7, barrier element 62 is attached to the topsheet 38 

in a surface area of the topsheet at the fixed end of flap 58, and the manner of attachment, shown 

by reference numeral 92 representing adhesive, appears to reveal a very small extension of the 

barrier element in the direction of the free end of the flap 58. But it is our view that when 

considered in light of the specification, and particularly the above-quoted portion of the 

specification, what is shown in Figure 7 is merely that the contact between the barrier element and 

the topsheet is no more than that necessary for applying adhesive 92 forjoining the two. To say 

that the barrier element is included as a part of the flap, in that context, is without adequate basis, 

speculative, and reflects hindsight reconstruction in light of the content of claim 23.  

To satisfy the written description requirement under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph, the 

specification must convey with reasonable clarity to those skilled in the art that, as of the filing 

date of the application, the inventor was in possession of the invention now claimed. Seee.p., 

Vas-Cath Inc. v. Mahurkar, 935 F.2d 1555, 1563-64,19USPQ2d 1111, 1117, (Fed. Cir. 1991); 
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In re Kaslow, 707 F.2d 1366,1375, 217 USPQ 1089, 1096 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Sm3qhe, 480 

F.2d 1376,1382,178 USPQ 279, 284 (CCPA 1973); In re Anderso , 471 F.2d 1237, 1240, 176 

USPQ 331, 333 (CCPA 1973). The issue is whether the specification reasonably conveys to the 

artisan that the inventor had possession at the earlier time of the later claimed subject matter.  

Ralston Purina Co. v. Far-Mar-Co., 772 F.2d 1570, 1575, 227 USPQ 177, 179 (Fed. Cir. 1985).  

Based on the foregoing, at the time of filing of its involved application Roberts was not in 

possession of the idea that the flap, i.e., something broad and flexible, or flat and thin, that hangs 

loosely, attached at one side only, is comprised of the topsheet, the backsheet, and also the barrier 

element. The specification of Roberts does describe that the barrier element can be attached to 

the flap, but that does not constitute written description of the flap's being comprised of the 

topshect, the backsheet, and also the barrier element. Not every means of attachment necessarily 

results in the barrier element's taking part in the nature of flaps as flaps, and no means of 

attachment sufficient to meet the claimed recitation is disclosed in the specification.  

For the foregoing reasons, Correa's preliminary motion 3 is granted.  

D. Correa's Preliminary Motion 4 

By this preliminary motion, Correa asserts that claim 23 of Roberts is unpatentable under 

35 U.S.C. § 102(a) and/or 102(e) over Correa's own involved patent, Patent No. 5,490,847. The 

underlying basis of this preliminary motion is similar to that of Correa's preliminary motion 3.  

The issue in dispute is not anticipation but written description in Roberts' parent application.  

Correa asserts that because claim 23 of Roberts is without written description in Roberts' parent 

application, the effective filing date for that claim is the actual filing date of Roberts' involved 
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application and thus Correa's involved patent is applicable prior art under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) or 

§ 102(e). The arguments about lack of written description is essentially the same as that made in 

the context of Correa's preliminary motion 3, albeit here the specification under scrutiny is that of 

Roberts' parent application and not Robert's involved application.  

Much of the pertinent analysis, if made, would be the same as that discussed in the context 

of Correa's preliminary motion 3. We do not, however, regard as efficient use of resources to 

address this preliminary motion because Correa's preliminary motion 3 has already been granted 

and claim 23 of Roberts has been determined as unpatentable under 35 U.S.C.  

§ 112, first paragraph, for lack of written description in the specification.  

Accordingly, we do not reach the merits of Correa's preliminary motion 4, which is hereby 

dismissed as moot.  

E. Correa's Preliminaa Motion 5 

By this preliminary motion, Correa seeks to have its claims 5 and 6 designated as not 

corresponding to the count. That means Correa must establish that its claims 5 and 6 are directed 

to subject matter that is not the same patentable invention as any of Roberts' claims whose 

correspondence to the count Correa does not dispute. Standing Order, Paragraph 266). The 

term "same patentable invention" is defined in 37 CFR § 601(n) which sets forth that invention A 

is the same patentable invention as invention B when invention A is either anticipated by or 

obvious in view of invention B, assuming that invention B is prior art to invention A.  
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Correa's claims 5 and 6 are reproduced below: 

5. Disposable intimate feminine absorbent according to claim 1, in which 
said lateral cuff has between approximately 2% to around 35 % of the width of 
said absorbent core.  

6. Disposable intimate feminine absorbent according to claim 1, in which 
said lateral cuff has between approximately 5% to around 15% of the width of said 
absorbent core.  

Correa asserts, and Roberts admits, that none of Roberts' claims 14-16, 18-20, 22 and 23 

gives any indication of what the width of the lateral cuff should be, either in dimensions or in 

terms relative to the width of the absorbent core. Evidently, the requirement that the barrier cuff 

width must be within a certain range of the core width is the only difference asserted by Correa 

between its claims 5 and 6 and Roberts' claims as prior art. Regarding additional prior art which 

potentially may be combined with any claim of Roberts to arrive at Correa's claim 5 or claim 6, 

Correa cites to Patent No. 5,308,346 ("the "Sneller" reference), a reference disclosing a sanitary 

napkin invention which provides a raised barrier on the edges of side flaps to help control or 

prevent leakage and which specifies the width of the barrier element. Correa indicates that the 

barrier shown in Sneller has a width of about 15mm but dismisses this reference, however, on the 

ground that "it does not refer to any core width or state any ideal or preferred cuff width relative 

to the width of the core," and that "Sneller's drawings are not to scale and cannot be used to 

derive ratios of cuff width to core width." In short, Correa's position is that because Sneller does 

not specify the width of the core, it is not known whether the 15mm wide barrier is within 2% to 

35% of the width of the absorbent core as is recited in Correa's claim 5, or within 5% to 15% of 

the width of the absorbent core as is recited in CorTca's claim 6.  
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It appears that Correa has not fully appreciated (1) that the prior art need not teach the 

range or "spread" recited in claims 5 and 6 but only something failing within the recited range to 

meet those claims, and (2) that it, as the moving party, bears the burden of proof as is indicated in 

37 CFR § 1.637(a). Correa makes no mention of what was the standard or conventional width of 

the absorbent core for a sanitary napkin of various types, at the time of filing of Correa's involved 

application on November 22, 1993. Correa makes no mention of the width of the absorbent core 

for sanitary napkins of various types which were sold on the open market at the time of filing of 

Correa's involved application on November 22, 1993. While it is true that Sneller does not 

specify the width of its absorbent core in conjunction with its raised barrier which is 15mm wide, 

it cannot be reasonably disputed that one with ordinary skill in the art, who according to the 

parties typically possesses at least a bachelor's degree in chemistry or chemical engineering, 

material science or other fields of engineering such as mechanical engineering and three to five 

years of experience in industry, would not see fit to use a width for the absorbent core that is 

consistent with what was standard, conventional, or generally available at the time.  

What is before us is not an obviousness rejection from an examiner in an ex parte appeal, 

where it is the examiner who bears the initial burden of showing prima facie obviousness. Here, 

the initial designation of claims as corresponding or not corresponding to the count in the Notice 

Declaring Interference is presumed to be correct and it is party Correa as the moving party 

seeking to change the status quo who bears the burden of proof to show nonobviousness. In that 

context, the silence of Correa's Preliminary Motion 5 with regard to the standard or conventional 

core width in the industry or what was generally available on the market is deafening. To be 
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persuasive, Correa must account for the standard or conventional width of the absorbent core. As 

the moving party, Correa may not simply presume that applying the standard or conventional 

width of absorbent cores for sanitary napkins at the time of filing of Correa's involved application 

to Sneller's sanitary napkin will not result in dimensions which fit within the 2% to 35% range 

specified in Correa's claim 5, or the 5% to 15% range specified in Correa's claim 6.  

We have read Paragraph 24 of the declaration of Ms. Catherine Salerno (Exhibit 2008), a 

technical witness having sufficient skill as a person of ordinary skill in the art, which states: 

24. There is no reason I can see from Correa's claims or Roberts' claims 
as a person experienced in this field why a person of ordinary skill in the art as of 
1992 or 1993 would have chosen the widths of the cuffs relative to the width of 
the absorbent core set forth in Correa claims 5 and 6. Although I agree that 
persons of ordinary skill in this field might experiment with cuff widths, and would 
not choose cuffs that are so wide as to occlude a major portion of the core, I am 
not aware of anything known to the public prior to 1992 or 1993 that would have 
given any worker in this field a reason to choose the particular cuff widths of 
Correa claims 5 and 6.  

The testimony of Ms. Salerno is unconvincing, for several reasons. First, it appears that Ms.  

Salerno directs her analysis to the particular ranges recited in Correa's claims 5 and 6 rather than 

a specific instance of core width measurement that falls within those ranges. It is not necessary 

that the prior art teaches a "range" extending from a lower end to an upper end as is recited in 

Correa's claims 5 and 6. Secondly, Ms. Salerno does not provide or indicate the known core 

widths of sanitary napkins available at the time of filing of Correa's involved application. Lastly, 

Ms. Salerno does not express what core width would have been considered standard or 

conventional at the time. Ms. Salerno's testimony is too vague to be accorded the significance 

desired by party Correa. We have substantial doubt that Ms. Salerno's testimony is that a core 
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width chosen from what would have been considered standard range or conventional range of 

core widths at the time would have been a fit within the broad ranges recited in Correa's claims 5 

and 6, or that no known core widths at the time of filing of Correa's involved application would 

have been a fit within the broad ranges recited in Correa's claims 5 and 6.  

For the foregoing reasons, we hold that Correa has not met its burden of proof 

Because Correa's preliminary motion 5 does not set forth a prima facie basis for 

entitlement to relief, we need not consider Roberts' opposition or Correa's reply. We do note, 

however, that in the Csillag reference cited by Roberts, i.e., Patent No. 4,015,604, the narrow 

longitudinally extending zones 28 are not barrier "cuffs" and thus the width of that zone is not 

readily applicable to the width of a barrier cuff, and that the Roman-Hess reference, i.e., Patent 

No. 4,655,759, does not disclose any specific core width or relationship between cuff width and 

core width. Also, to the extent that the part of the napkin of the Romans-Hess reference that 

folds up is deemed a cuff, the reference indicates the width of the fold line and not the cuff width.  

Correa's preliminary motion 5 is denied.  

F. Roberts' Preliminary Motion I 

By this preliminary motion, Roberts seeks to have claims 7, 8, 11, 12 and 13 of Correa 

designated as corresponding to the count. Under 37 CFR § 1.637(c)(3)(ii), Roberts as the 

moving party must show that these claims define the same patentable invention as another claim 

whose designation as corresponding to the count the moving party does not dispute. Roberts has 

the burden of proof 37 CFR § 1.637(a). In that connection, Roberts selects Correa's claim 1, 

whose correspondence to the count Roberts does not dispute, as the "another claim." The issue is 
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whether Roberts has shown that Correa's claims 7-8 and 11 -13 define the same patentable 

invention as Correa's claim 1. As already noted above, the meaning of "same patentable 

invention" is defined in 37 CFR § 1.601(n). Roberts has to establish that Correa's claims 7-8 and 

I I -13 are either anticipated by or would have been obvious over Correa's claim 1. Roberts 

asserts only that Correa's claims 7-8 and I I - 13 are each obvious over claim I of Correa.  

Claim 7 of Correa reads as follows: 

Disposable intimate feminine absorbent according to claim 1, in which said lateral 
cuff has between approximately 5% to around 80% of the length of said absorbent 
core.  

Claim 8 of Correa reads as follows: 

Disposable intimate feminine absorbent according to claim 1, in which said lateral 
cuff has between approximately 15% to around 60% of the length of said 
absorbent core.  

Because in the appropriate analysis the subject matter of Correa's claim I is presumed as 

prior art, the only difference between each of claims 7 and 8 and the prior art is the particular 

length of the cuff recited in these dependent claims, i.e., within a range from 5% to 80% of the 

core length in the case of Correa's claim 7, and within a range from 15% to 60% of the core 

length in the case of Correa's claim 8.  

At the outset, we note that Roberts need not demonstrate that the invention including the 

particular and precise ranges specified in Correa's claims 7 and 8 relative to the core length would 

have been obvious. Rather, it is necessary for Roberts to establish only the obviousness of the 

article having a cuff length to core length ratio that is anywhere within the specified ranges. It is 

not the entire range which must be taught or suggested by prior art, but only some point within.  
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Note also that within the obviousness analysis, the proper perspective is that of a hypothetical 

person having ordinary skill in the art and the parties are in agreement that such a person typically 

possesses at least a bachelor's degree in chemistry or chemical engineering, material science or 

other fields of engineering such as mechanical engineering and three to five years of experience in 

industry.  

Correa's claim I already specifies that the absorbent cuff has a layer of hydrophilic 

material, is affixed along an edge of the absorbent article, and moves away from an upper sheet 

when flexed "to provide a region for containing fluid." Thus, the prior art already provides that 

the cuff is to serve as a barrier along an edge of the article for containing liquid therein. The 

question becomes whether one with ordinary skill in the art would have deemed obvious to have a 

cuff or barrier length that is not the entire length of the core but within a range of 5% to 80% of 

the core length according to claim 7, and within a range of 15% to 60% of the core length 

according to claim 8.  

In our view, even in the absence of any additional prior art to combine with Correa's claim 

1, it would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art that to have some useful barrier 

function, the cuff need not extend to cover the entire length of the core. It is unreasonable to 

conclude that someone possessing a bachelor's degree in chemistry or chemical engineering, 

material science or other fields of engineering such as mechanical engineering and three to five 

years of experience in industry would think that unless the cuff extended the full length of the core 

it would have no useful value as a barrier element for containing liquid. Some skill in the art is 

presumed. In re Sovish, 769 F.2d 738, 743, 226 USPQ 771, 774 (Fed. Cir. 1985). The shorter 
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the barrier cuff along the edge of the core, the less the barrier can contain liquid, and vice versa.  

The recognition of that relationship derives from common sense and is certainly within the scope 

of the basic or fundamental skills of one with ordinary skill in the am Note also that a conclusion 

of obviousness may be made from common knowledge and common sense of the person of 

ordinary skill in the art without any specific hint or suggestion in a particular reference. In re 

Bozek, 416 F.2d 1385, 1390,163 USPQ 545, 549 (CCPA 1969). On that basis, we conclude it 

would have been within the ordinary skill in the art to have a cuff length that is anywhere between 

0% and 100% of the core length, such as 50% or 60% of the core length, albeit with the 

recognition that a shorter length barrier cuff would have a correspondingly lower ability to serve 

as barrier for containing liquid. Since the core is liquid absorbent, liquid blocked by the partial 

barrier could get absorbed by portions of the core before flowing out around the barrier cuff. It is 

not well grounded to suggest that one with ordinary skill would insist that the barrier cuff must 

extend the entire length of the core. Correa's claims 7 and 8 would have been obvious over 

Correa's claim I as prior art even in the absence of any additional prior art reference.  

Alternatively, Roberts has provided an additional item of prior art, U.S. Patent No.  

4,743,246 (Exhibit 1008, "the Lawson '246 reference"), which brings forth the teaching that 

gasketing cuffs 56 along the edges of the absorbent core of an absorbent article such as a diaper 

or an incontinent brief need not extend the entire length of the absorbent core (Exhibit 1008, 

Figure 1). The gasketing cuffs 56 of the Lawson '246 reference are also for containing liquid 

within the boundaries of the absorbent article (Column 2, lines 31-33). Roberts has further 

provided another item of prior art, U.S. Patent No. 4,655,759 (Exhibit 1006, "the Romans-Hess 
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reference"), which discloses the use of embossed channels along the longitudinal edges of a 

sanitary napkin to contain liquid and prevent leakage by directing the edge of the sanitary napkin 

upwards during use (Column 2, lines 55-68). It is evident from Figures I and 2 that the portion 

folding up during use does not extend the entire length of the sanitary napkin. In colurrm 5, lines 

27-3 1, it is stated: "Wells are formed and an occlusive container is formed thereby allowing the 

sanitary napkin to hold more exudate while minimizing side leakage of fluid from the central 

region of the sanitary napkin." As is the case of the recited cuff in Correa's claim 1, which is to 

provide a region for containing liquid, the folding-up portion of the sanitary napkin of the 

Romans-Hess reference is used to contain liquid.  

In light of the above-noted teachings of the Lawson '246 reference and the Romans-Hess 

reference, and in recognition of the level of ordinary skill agreed to by the parties, we conclude 

that the application of a cuff length to core length ratio within the range specified in Correa's 

claims 7 and 8 to the subject matter of Correa's claim I which is regarded as prior art would have 

been obvious over either the Lawson '246 reference or the Romafis-Hess reference. It is not 

necessary that the gasketing cuffs 56 of the Lawson '246 reference or the embossed channels 3 of 

the Romans-Hess reference be identical to the cuffs of Correa's claim 1. The teaching needed is 

more general and simply that a cuff or folding-up portion along the edge of the absorbent core 

need not extend the entire length of the absorbent core to be useful in containing liquid or 

exudates. Given that the cuff need not extend the entire length and given the level of ordinary 
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skill in the art, we are of the view that it would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the 

art to put in place a cuff having an extent within the broad ranges specified in Correa's claim 7 

(5% to 80% of the core length) and Correa's claim 8 (15% to 60% of core length).' 

As for Correa's claim 11, the parties are in agreement that the differences between 

Correa's claim 11 and Correa's claim I is simply that (Motion ý 24) "claim I I in addition to 

claiming [an] absorbent cuff running along at least one edge of the absorbent, also claims at least 

one end cuff overlying the upper permeable sheet," and that "claim I I does not expressly recite a 

lateral wing like claim 1 does." 

Correa's claim 12 reads as follows: 

Disposable intimate feminine absorbent according to claim 11, in which 
there are two end cuffs.  

Correa's claim 13 reads as follows: 

Disposable intimate feminine absorbent according to claim 11, in which 
said opening of said end cuff extends across the width of the said absorbent core.  

In Correa's specification, end cuffs are cuffs in the transverse direction which are useful 

for preventing longitudinal leakages (Elements 330 and 340 in Figures 9 and 10; Column 8, lines 

1 The other items of prior art cited by Roberts, i.e., U.S. Patent No. 4,936,839 
("Molee"), U.S. Patent No. 4,015,604 ("Csillag"), and U.S. Patent No. 4,589,876 ("Van 
Tilburg") are not very pertinent. Csillag and Van Tilburg appear to use barrier or seal elements 
along the entire length of the absorbent core. As for Molee, while it is true that barrier means 65 
does not extend to cover the entire length of the absorbent core (Figure 5), full length coverage 
there is not necessary because Molee also employs transverse compressed channels 24 and 26 to 
keep fluids from reaching the upper and lower ends. Because Correa's claims 7 and 8 do not 
require something like Melee's elements 24 and 26, it cannot be said that partial length coverage 
without also requiring transverse barriers would have been obvious.  
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18-23). Claim 11 specifically requires at least one end cuff overlying the upper permeable sheet, 

as compared to Correa's claim I as prior art. The question here is whether Roberts has shown 

that given Correa's claim I as prior art it would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in 

the art to add at least one end cuff (claim 11), to include two end cuffs (claim 12), and to have the 

opening of the at least one end cuff extend across the width of the absorbent core (claim 13).  

Correa cites the two references Molee and Csillag as each, in combination with the subject 

matter of Correa's claim 1, rendering obvious Correa's claims 11, 12 , and 13. There appears to 

be no dispute between the parties as to the scope and content of Molee and Csillag with regard to 

the content thereof which is relied on by Correa to render obvious Correa's claims I I -13.  

Roberts acknowledges that Molee does not disclose raised or stand-up barrier cuffs which move 

away from the permeable sheet when the article is flexed to contain fluids or exudates, but 

compressed channels or other fluid impervious or repellant material impregnated into the 

absorbent core. (Motion page 17, line 21, to page 18, line 4) Roberts further acknowledges that 

both Molec and Csillag describe barriers which are incorporated into the core itself rather than 

barriers disposed on the top facing permeable sheet and which stand away from such sheet as is 

required by Correa's claims 11-13. (Motion at 20, lines 15-17).  

Accordingly, the issue is simply the legal conclusion of obviousness or unobviousness 

where all the underlying factual inquiries are not in dispute, because the parties have also agreed 

as to the level of ordinary skill in the arL We agree with Roberts that Correa's claims 11-13 

would have been obvious over Correa's claim I in view of either Molee or Csillag.  
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Although the barriers of Molee and Csillag have a different structure than that required by 

Correa's claim 11, they are there for the same purpose, i.e., to keep body liquids or exudates from 

leaking out of the absorbent article. Csillag's invention is directed to absorbent products used for 

absorbing and retaining body fluids and wom in contact with the body such as diapers, sanitary 

napkins, dressings and the like, and Molee's invention is directed to a sanitary napkin. The only 

teaching needed from either Molee or Csillag to combine with Correa's claim I is the recognition 

that body fluids or exudates can leak from the absorbent product in the longitudinal direction as 

well as in the lateral direction. Both Csillag and Molee clearly provide that teaching. Molee 

discloses use of transverse compressed channels 24 and 26 extending across the width of the 

absorbent article to control leakage in the longitudinal direction (Figure 5 and column 4, lines 

61-68), and Csillag discloses use of transverse narrow zones 30 impregnated with hydrophobic 

material to retard leakage in the longitudinal direction (Figure I and column 5, lines 19-22; 

Figures 6 and 8 and column 7, lines 11-20). That the structure of the barrier of Csillag and Molee 

is different from that required by Correa's claim I I is of no moment, the structure of the required 

barrier is already provided by Correa's claim I as prior art.  

Correa's claim I I requires at least one end cuff. Correa's claim 12 requires two end cuffs.  

Correa's claim 13 requires that the end cuff of claim 11 extend across the width of the absorbent 

article. The transverse barrier zone of both Molee and Csillag are two in number and both extend 

across the width of the absorbent article (Molee Figure 1 and Csillag Figure 1). For reasons 

discussed above, the subject matter of these claims would have been obvious in view of the 

combination of Correa's claim I and either Molee or Csillag. The motivation to combine stems 
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from the indication in Correa's claim 1 that the absorbent cuff is for containing liquid and also 

from the indication in Molee that the transverse barrier is for inhibiting the transmission of body 

fluid to the ends of the article (column 4, lines 62-66) and in Csillag that the impregnated narrow 

zones are for providing an effective barrier to leakage (column 5, lines 53-55). The nature of the 

problem is revealed in both Molee and Csillag as well as Correa's claim I as prior art. Any 

improper reliance by Roberts on the specification of Correa in that regard is of no consequence.  

Although not cited by Roberts in connection with its preliminary Motion 1, we find it 

appropriate to note, but not relying thereon for our decision, the following passage of the Lawson 

'246 reference (Exhibit 1008) in column 7, lines 30-37: 

The elastically contractible gasketing cuffs 56 are disposed adjacent the 
periphery 28 of the diaper 20, preferably along each longitudinal edge 30 so that 
the gasketing cuffs 56 tend to draw and hold the diaper 20 against the legs of the 
wearer. Alternatively, a gasketing cuff 56 may be disposed adjacent either or both 
of the end [upper and lower] edges 32 of the diaper 20 to provide a waistcuff 
rather than leg cuffs.  

Roberts need not have relied on the Lawson '246 reference, because Molee and Csillag already 

provide the necessary suggestion to have barriers on the longitudinal ends which extend across the 

width of the absorbent article.  

Roberts' Preliminary Motion I is granted.  
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Interference No. 105,019 
Correa v. Roberts 

Re-Declaration of Interference 

This interference is herein re-declared as follows: 

The parties' claims corresponding to the count are: 

Correa's application claims 1-3, and 5-13 

Roberts' claims 14-16,18-20, 22, and 23 

Priority of Invention 

Junior party Correa has not alleged a date of invention or conception with respect to the 

subject matter of the count prior to the senior party's earliest accorded benefit date of March 3 1, 

1992. Junior party Correa also has not attacked the accorded benefit dates of senior party 

Roberts. Accordingly, it is time appropriate to enter judgment against junior party Correa. Itis 

ORDERED that judgment as to the subject matter of the count is herein entered against 

junior party MAURO F.C. CORREA, TELMA SIN]CIO and FERNANDA S. ACHCAR; 

FURTHER ORDERED junior party MAURO F.C. CORREA, TELMA SINICIO and 

FERNANDA S. ACHCAR is not entitled to its claims 1-3 and 5-13 which correspond to the 

count; 
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Correa v. Roberts 

FURTHER ORDERED that senior party JOHN D. ROBERTS and CLAUDE P.  

MANCEL are not entitled to its patent claims 14-16, 18-20, 22 and 23; 

FURTHER ORDERED that if there is a settlement agreement, the parties should note 

the requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 135(c) and 37 CFR § 1.666; and 

FURTHER ORDERED that a copy of this judgment be filed in the respective involved 

application or patent of the parties.  
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ad together by silica. calcium carbon- ýtatfgth 7 in.) Jewish HisI. 1. Also called Great Sanhedrin. Ulf, suprewý 
lefislative Aesiasucal and secUlat' 

ate Iron oxide, and clay. council and highest ea.  
1111lad-StOrM (sand/stdrat/ . . t greatest authority from 
- storm, esp. in a desert. thabnlýz. eatlýlouds of Sand. tr bomai of t a Je a. exe 9 

ýalkdt traP/, (on A 901f eourasý he ow it Partly the 5th Main al 

ad with sand and If ad to ser*w a hazardp hdirs. a low tri un drim 

-1 (saothi drim, n-). [ a it synMrion - syn
8 us. wa*u + hga) seat -ion -ium] 

0 E . 32, 7 (1970).' sink u I , a a er of the an" 
ver / a, any of several low. mostly ýtradhng San-l-C e 01). 11. In cine.  

be of the e us Abronia, of the western 1)-ý- having Sunicuta, as 3dnimi(a). S -CLB] 
wy, rben a flowers. ME < XF at k, an, scrOUS 
d/ /per, 1. holpt," snake- 2- Sao horned Sa-ul-es(sS1n6.Ez/).n. Pathol. 0 etc. [< L: 

fluid that 
c ad fro 

viper. blrdll mi r) -a& ni us, ad).  
sand-Wich MOd1w1,h_, saulý), n. 1. two or more slims 0 Ban de-f -S ( 'in 61/ a I nt a town in central 

broad or the le with a layer of meat, fish, cheo'e, etc" bo' Spain, near Segovia: ISt entur alact. 3245 ý1960).  
%woRn them. 2. something that resembles or suggests a san-i-tar-1-an (Matf tfirftj an), adi 1. sanitary; whole
sandwich. -v.1. 3. to put into a sandwich. 4. to insert 2. a specialist in Public sýtdiution and health.  

San-i-tar-i-131M (San/, tjrtjý am), n. pi -tari-ums, -tar.ia 
between two other things. [named after the fourth Earl Of wine. -n.  

Sandwich (1718-92)] ;ýmoiioa of health; health 

Sand-Wich (vand/wi n 1, a town in 9 Kent, in BE (-t1r/e a). an inStitutiOu for the P, 

England; one of the C'Vitte, Pons. 4234 l1961). resort. Also, sanatorium. [< 1, sanit(da) health + -AR'11113 

sand/WiCh board/ two connected signboards that hung -- Syn.. Sea hospital.  
san-i-tar-y (ain't ter/U), ad). 1. of or pertaining to health 

from the shoulders in Imt of and behind a person I esp with reference W 
sandtWICh coin/i a coin having 3 layer Of 4;ne metal or the conditions affecting healt): 

between layers of another, us a quarter with a layer of copper cleanliness. precautions against di;ýaaa, etc. 2. favorable to 
health; free from dirt, bacteria, etc' 3- Promothali c[essul

e between layers of silver ness. C< L Sanif(dS) health + -ARY] adv.  
ReAdlWiCh Istlands, former name of Hawaii- _-Syn_ 1, 2. clean, Unpolluted, antiseptic. SANITARY, 

andtWICh Man/, a 'Ran who carries a sandwich board, HyaneNic agree in being eacamed with healthý SANITKWT 

usually for advertisin sometimes for picketing. refers more esp. to conditions affecting health or measures for 

of /), n. any of "Vera, polychaetes guarding against infection or disteaffe: to Insure sanitary condi
Lad-Worul (sand1WVr;1 H[yGgNc is applied to whatevercon

ftt livo in mud. Rons in preparin d. '[y Rod the promotion Of health- to live liand-WOrt (Mnd/wftrt/), n. any ceryophyllaceous Plant carns the care oNweboý 
I of the %enus Arenaria, many Of which grow in sandy Wil. in hygimic surroundings with plenty of fresh air. 2. salutary.  

sand-y (autildg), adj., assid-l-er, sustR14-68t. :I. of the sanitary belt/v a barrow, belt. usually Of elastic, for 
.,Rature of or consisting of Mud. 2. containing or covered holdifug a sanitary napkin in place.  
with Mud. a. of & yellowish-red color: sandy hair. IMB; See cordon saultair6.  saintitary corldon. Bnginecring 
OR 3andi Santitar5r engineerting, a branch of civil I 

sandly Low, a peninsula In E New Jersey, at the dealing with inatterts affecting public health, so water supply 

entrance to New York Bay: lighthouse. (I mi. long. or sewage disposal. -Suaniary engivoerf - rbywomeD 
Sane (sin), adl., assi-er sm.ast. 1. having a sound, healthy santitary nawkin, nabsorhentpadforwea 

mind, 2. having or al=in riessuff, sound judgment, or .durin memItmation to absorb the uterine [low.  
ft L sdn( t Stglau), r. the development and 

-good sense. 3. sound; heathy. [< us) healthy) man-l- a-tion (sau/i ti 
1-sanefly, adv. owaintres; for the sake of 

n. in the U. practical application Of sanitary + -ATLON3 
SAM legal, n. a private nationwide organization cleardiness, ProtectiEl, health, IfM COANIT(ARY) hefly Br,(ý 
testablished in 1957. that 0 POWS DUCIO" testing and advo- Sall-1-tise (Rarti I!, ), vJ., -tised, -tin-ing. C 
cases international Peace. Watimal Ommittee for a) Sane sanitize. _aoa/i.ti.gattian, n.  

'Wuclear Poificyg) san-1-tiz(b (sentl tiz/). v.I., -tized, tix.jus. to free from 

I o Win fetiniintdO), a city in E Argentina, dirt, germs, etc.. as by cleaning or sterilizing. [SAXIT(Au .Y) 

Dear Buenas Aires. 119.565. + -Izzj -oanli-ti-zattion, a.  

Ban-ford isan/fard), n. Mousitt a mountain in BE Alaska- San-12.. (Muff tz), n. . the state of being sane; soundueSS 

1 16.208 ft. hial normality. 2. SIDUladuces Of judgment' [ME 
.8ail-for-fted (Motto rldl), ad). Traderfark. (of fabric) of ndn , me 

sanife < a) lig-) a river in E Texas.  
noting or undergoing a Process for mechanical sMukWg San Ja-cirt-to (a=/ Ja dialti, I d f t d Mexicans 

b before tailoring. in W Call- r1o BE to Galveston Bay: Texans a as a 

Ban Fran.CIS.co (sau/ fron sialkr)), a seaport UnI, mouth of thie river 1836.  

in 40mla, on Son Francisco Bay: earthquake and tin ISM. San Joa.quin (Mal w8 kEtnf) I a river ih CaUtorma. flow

15,671 (1970 Frmýisteý. Ing NW from the Sierra Nevada Mountains to the Sacra 

Want Frangs/Co Bayl, a hga in W California: the mento River. 350 mi. long.  

P bArbor of San Francisco- COWWC with the Pacific by the San Jo-Se (san/ 110 W), a city 1, W California. 445,779 

Oi 'Golden Gate strait. 50 j;J. long; 3-12 nil. wide. (1970). In and the capital Of COsto 
he RaAf FranCiSfeo POIRKS1, a mountain mass in N Arl- Jo.,84§ (San/ hosel), a cit 

Zen&: highest point In the "ate, HU111gisrey's Peak,.12.611 SRS'leff, in the central part. 228.30 

4 It, Also called Sant Franclat" Mae- We- Sant Jo-se/ SCaIW, asmeinsettAspidiorusiverniciosus.  

B. mang (aafrg) v pt, of sing. that is highly destructive to Nit treco and shruba. [Ramed 

us laltt Ga-bk4l (sun gVIIN5 all, a city in SW California, after SAN josE, where first found] 

.4tar Los Angeles. 29,336 (1970). San Juan Mal want beUlfý Sp. 8511 Wila"), 1. a Ma

RRU-Jea.10 (sXQ g91118), n, 1. An-to-nio lalcýni do Pon in Red t2so capital Oi PuertO'IýAcO. in the N Part. 51S.700

'a- 1%26brk, Wage dU) (Antonia Cordiani), 1484?-1546, 2 a city in W Argentina. 224,004).  

as tý k2liall tect and engineer. 2. his oncle, Giu.lio-eo do S jý& Juan de Is CrQZ (SP. sXn hwitt de IS kilOOt-4p).  

"im lyVnd III), (Giuliano Giamberti), 1445-1516, Italian See John of the Cross.  
10- Vd-litect sculptor and engineer. Sant Juant 11113 a bill I, BE Cuba, near Santiago de 

Ift Geii-net-ro '(sin/ I - I& battle during the Spanish 
ýV- jan UVRO), Italian name at Cuba: captured by S. forces in 
far Anuarius. Also. Son Gen-vai-O 0611 elly8)- American Way in 189S.  

ealalf-er (MQlar). m Mar aret Big-gIs Sant Junnf IS/lands, a group of islands between NW 
or 118 , 1=1 I I U Part Of 

-1966, U.S. ratissei a- 
leader. of bi= 

W ýhingtou and BE Vancouver 
Island, CalAd 

,RuVement. W.shl gton, in SW 
%Z9-frold<Fr.s5Nfn,,t),n, ýinemofminu;ýý!ý-i Sant Juan, MopirittainS, a mountain elsove 

< F: cold-bloodedinetal -Syn. solf-POMM1013111, Colorado Rod N New Mexico: - -.- _- -- - 7 Moun

ý'corhpoffqurlnfnilty; self-control. tains. Ifighest peak, Uncompahgre Peak, 140ra it.  

'is: Atelo -tar-dO (sUnl g6t tdzildo), ItallatI name of St. sank (s;Ak). V. 0, Pt- of sink.  
.(lattbr& San-khya (W 1kya). n. a.sYstem, of Hindu Philosophy

ia 11), n. Grail. Also. San-gre-al (Rangl- aS ft spirit and matter. Also, 
341119raft]. 

(MR 
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ý, ty and duality 

r&, 41). [prob. < rp Saint GTRall Samkh3,&.--[< Slit s4inkhya rackoning. number] 

fish Ift-gre do Cris-1:0 (sallp-6 da, kris'W), a MOURtalu San Le-an-dro (MR/ 16 auldr-o), a city in W Cawnruba

ixageinSColoradoafadN OwMeximtaPartof the Rocky 68,698 (1970).  Maintains Hi hest (Ma lWis a bislp'6). a city in W 
Blanca. Peak. 14,390 ft 

.W azv g,6yeak an i -ced drink. -Sail LU-18 0-bis-Po 071- a; Sp. slifig gR91U), n. CalRomia, 28.036 (1970). a state in ýscd Y of red wine th _11M been diluted, sweetened and in ro-to-91 (sun Iw;F1 P8/th W). . the 
"Plead. 

[< 
sp: 

drink 
bloodlike 
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sangr(e) 

bl;ýa 
(Me 

San 
Lu 

lexico. 
1.115,342 

last. 
1963); 

24,415 
sq. 

OIL 

ot/. If central IV.  

rts) JUNatfixt) + in n suffix] capital of this-state. 180,881 (est. 1965).  
jý /go nfirtU. 1. the bloodroot 

La -tan ufnaria conadensis, 2. its medicinal rhizome, J< NE San Ka-iti-no (san/ ma, Wnii. It Ran/ VA Rpui)), a 

to C) sanguindria bloody (herb). See "NOMINXav) small republic in E Italy: the oldest independent country in 

Iz ig 621- 39 sq nIL Cap.: Ban Marina.  
,91u-nar-y ("fiRtgwa nor/9), ad). 1. full of or charac- Earn 9. SP a,/ taxia asit), Jý.6 

lftt=b 
bloodshed. 

2. ready or eager W shed blood. 3. San ar-tin 
mAr un 

,PJ, tft. of or , ked with blood. (< L sanguindri(us) do (h8 M1778-1850, Suisih American general Red 

,iitb -oOd 3 ýoafgul.nafr/Wy, adV. if. statesman, boro. in Argentina. a city In W California.  

,it], y I adj. 1. cheerful, hopeful, or con- San Na-te-0 (sant ma tx/43 

11511- _Utulu = swin 
2. red ra y: a sanguine complexion. S. kin 0 

inin alone 
TWO, d1re, Uri,* Rob, 9qual; if, ice; not, over, orav,; W. If he front cover.  
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11. to burn as with flame, as passions. 12. to break left aide of an army or fleet, or a so vision of an army or 
*W anger. indignation, etc. -v.t. 13. to subject to the fleet. S. Fort. a. the right or left side of a work or fortificý 

Of Or aume < of flaurn tion. b. the part of a bastion thAlaxtends from the curtain 
OF, e, earlier amble < L mmu of flarn to the face and protects th d the opposite face.  

'eNs -UUC rater, n. fless, adj. -v.t. 7. to stand or be p= ocrA d-.It the flank or side of.  
0 e,/, a S. to defend or guard at the fin to pass around or turn 
.14 FLAMIC, 11"EM. CONMAGRATICIN refer to the the fl., of. -v.i. 10. to occupy a position at the flank or 

and heat Fiven off by combustion. FLAmz Is the common side. 11. to present the flank or side. [ME; OE flatic < 
to a combustion of any size: the light of a MLj7anc(us) side < Gate; cf. OHG hianca loin] 

A" LAZZ. usually denotes a quick, hot, bri lit, flanK.er (flafigfkar), n. 1. a Person or thin that flanks.  
hat Mae tively large flaxwe: The fire burst into a b9se. 2. Mil. one of a body of soldiers employed on tL flank of an 

"noxrefers to destructive flames that s am to a 1 0 of march. S. Fort. a fortification pro
.*w a considerable area: A conflaiUation destroyed ChYwgo. ject g sa as to defend another work or to command the 
fiantof ceU/, Zool. one of the How cells terminating flank of an ing body.  
,ths branches of the excretory tubutles of certain lower in- fin I Speed/ the full speed of a ship.  
Vertebrates, containing a tuft of c6ntinuously moving cilia. flan-nel (flast ), n., v.. -neled, -nobing or (esp. Brit.).  

-Mena, -vall-nes (flamf- -Relied, -nel-ling, -Z. 1. a warm. soft, napped fabric of 
an at me pri t do to the service wool or cotton or blends of wool and cotton or rayon, or of 

ear r -flddmen; a to OE bOtan to cotton warp with wool filling. 2. flannels, a. an outer 
LSI i, (s offIdmen)] garment, esp. trousers, Made of flrmel. Is. woolen under

(fla ),a j n. 1. a. -adj. 1. of or garments. -v.1. 3. to cover or clothe with fl-nn 1. 4. to 
.esp. I et a c n of the Andalusian rub with flannel. [ME flaunneol, dissimilated var. of flanyn 

rhythms. ý. 2. a stro rhythmic style garment for penitents < Welsh; cf. Welsh gwlanm a flannel .characteristic of the And= gypsies. a. f - gwi8n wool (aldn to L Idna) + -en plecel -flatalnel-ly, ad 
style of instrumental or vocal music originatin 
Spain and typically of an intense 9 Ian-nel-et (flanfelett). n. a cotton fabric, plain or prUl 

ly rhythmic, napped on one side. Alm. flan/nelýettel.  
character. b. music in this style performed flap (flap), v., flapped, flap.pingt n. _,j4 1. to swing or 

ast an accompaniment to flamenco dancing. away about loosely. esp. with noise. 2.tomoveupanddown.  
0. orig. Fleming. See vi."iNoo] as wings. 3. to strike a blow with something broad and 

lout/). n. the failure of a jet engine due to flexible. -v.9. 4. to move (the wings) up Red down, as birds.  of the fuel suggly or to faulty combustion. 5. to move (the artas) up and down in a similar fashion.  /. Also called wout. S. to caum to swing or way loosely, esp. with noise. 7- to (ngmfpro6f/), ad). rvý strike with something broad and flexible. a. Informal. to of flames; net readily bass, fold. shut, etc., smartly, roughly, or noisily: 9. Phonet.  
by n ez to pronounce (a sound) with articulation resembling that r (fl t /ar). n. of a flap. -n. 10. a flappin motion. 11. the noise produced t squirm ignited in- by sometid that flaps. fil. a blow given with something 

broad and W, xible. 13. something broad and flexible, or 
ad 1. emitting flat Rod thin, that hangs loosely, attached at one side only.  fiery. Z. like a flame 14. one leaf of a folding time, shutter, or the like. 15. a.  t. or . 3. in- Alm caUed. flapf hinge/. a hinge having a stra or plate for onate: flamin screwing to the face of a door, shutter, or the Me. See illus.  mande] -flamt- at Is b. one leaf of a hinge. la. Surg. a =rtion of skin 

or flimet-hat Is partially separated from the y and May ff4Wg6 (na mint ) n pl. subsequently be transposed by grafting. 17. Aeron. a say of so a qý' life of Ali movable surface used for Increasing the IM or drag of an i i ving airplane. 18. Slang. a. a state of nervous excitement. b. an n , web ti fast emergency situation. 19. Phonet. a. a rapid flip of the tongue 
to let at t and P tip against the upper tooth or alveolar ridge, as In the 

Pi <' Pg r-sound in a common British pronunciation of very, or the i< if ), t. t-somid in the common American pronunciation of water.  ng, name wit (Height 5 ft.ý b. a trill. [ME flappe a blow, slap, flappe(n) (W) hit, slap; so M its length 41L) cf. D flap, flappen] -flap/less, adj.  1. flap-dO0-dlefllap,*d67odM),n. Informal.nonsemse;lbosh. (?] WRYf (fla minM on), Ra 
from Rome to what Is new Ri ancient ROM'sn road flap-jaeli: (fiaKIjak/), n. griddlecake.  

US (Ila minf6 as) fla a-ble ( pla hall. adj. Slang. easily upset or con
im . n. Ga.lus (91fas), died 217 to , eap. in a crisis. [back formation from UNFLAPPADia] 

bi eta d general: defeabed-by Hannibal. XT 
flansfa hat ad). easily set on fire; combusti- flat W r (flap/ar), n. 1. something broad and flat for 
0. L ma(re) (to) set on fire + -RLZI f with ar for man a noise by striking. 2. a broad, 

mird. 215 ML long. one d gthel92O's. 
-flapfper-dou4n. 

-flaplper-ishadj; -biltl- n. flat. It nged or hanging plece; flap. S. a young bird just 
IL A MA RYON), n. (Ni-ýIas) Ca.mille 1::rurLto fly. 4. a young woman, esp. an uvaconventional 

1842-1925. French astronomer and flare (flfir), v., flared, flar-ing, n. -vA. 1. to burn. with an 
),a unsteady, swaying flame, m a torch in the wind. 2. to blaze % dj., flans-i-erv flam-iýsl. of or like flame. with a sudden burst of flame (often fol. by up): The fire far I also Fr. flIN 2 also Sp. flin), n.. is flared up as the pa er caught ovi. 3. to develop suddenly, as 

L 0 far I also Fr. m). Sp. fla.nes (flgfn violence (often for. by uT.). 4. to shine or glow. 5. to sit open ry filled wi c spread gradually outwar , as the end of a trumpet, the of w Is baked in- a Of 1 on bottom of a wide skirt, etc. -v.t. S. to cause to flare. 7. to 2.( S cookery) a sweete a g cus
-0 e sba :.display conspicuously or ostentatiously. S. to signal by read to to a co but flaires of fin or 9. flare out or up, to become suddenly die. - <kjf Ow to < UIPti I RG t a, d;n flaor, LL flad6n-, emaged. -n. flaring or swaying flame or light, as of 

(0 an n), n. Edw torches in the wind. ILI.. a sudden blaze or bunt of flamte.  
her 12. a brWit blaze of fire or light used as a signal. a means of 

Man at+. 188 Illuminst on or guidance, etc. I.S. a device or substance used 
founder of a f p to produce such a blaise of fire or light. 14. a sudden burst, 
boy&. armi as of zeal or temper. 15. a gradual spread outward in to=; 

t1kcard). n. Am outward carvature. 16. somethinuthat spreads out. 17.  
dle of one side o ;OA Optics. unwanted light reaching the ge plane of an optical 

the peytral and 0 instrument. resulting from extraneous reflections, scattering 
flan1mra. a by leases. and the like. 18. Photog. a fogged appearance 
R08 ýNJC, -A given to an. image by reflection within a camera, lens or 
darz), n. am e I within the camers, Itself. [orig. uncert.] Syn. I- flame.  

Maps, extendi Ill. flash.  
t '7 along flare 

the Strait o Dover -back (flArlbak/L n. a blast of flame that sometimes 
ver: the corresponding issues from the breach of a large gun or carmon when it is 

opened after thing.  include the provinces flare-up (nUfup/), n. 1. a sudden naring up of flame or and West Flanders in light. 2. a sudden outburst of Roger. S. a audden outbreak the adJacmit parts of of violence, disease, or other condition thought to be Inactive.  Netherlands :e 'ý8 
RAI), n. Frvmýh. ldlsý C flar-Ing (flIrnQ), adj. 3. blazing; flaming. 2. Varringly 

brrlt or she". S. 9 ding radually outward form: 
r skirt. -flar ing ly, a v.  Flanives 
rinu r MR n., L -noure A, Flanges on con- riash ( 0) n. L a brief, sudden burst of bright Usht.  

er; loafer. necting pipe ands; 2. a sudden, brief outburst or diVs.?lay, as of joy or wit. . a 
god, fl B Flanges on I beasm vey brief moment; instant. 4. ashl=it (def. 1). 5. osten

Flainve misdisplayLgaudg=showiness. 6. called news flash.  
ýh Journalism. a clef tch sent by a wive service. ustiall 

to give addi- y news of an important story. 7.  
or supporting area. or to provide Photog. brig = Ught thrown briefly upon a subject 

1; If. lue; hot. Over. Order; oil; bb6k; Ooze; out; up, Urge; a - a as in alone, qIlief, 
RS In Measure; 2 as in button (butt-U). fire (172r). Sea the full key Insid the front cover.  
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