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Summary of Facts and Subm ssi ons

0055.D

On 5 May 1997, the appellant (opponent) filed a notice
of appeal against the decision of 4 March 1997 of the
Qpposition Division on the rejection of the opposition
agai nst European patent No. 567 480 and paid the appeal
fee on the sanme day. The appellant referred to what it
had previously stated during the opposition procedure
and to docunents D1 to D5 which it had cited during
sai d procedure.

In a further letter of 3 July 1997, the appell ant
decl ared t hat

"we hereby confirmthat we persist, to all parts, to

t he argunents whi ch have been forfeited during the
opposition procedure, in particular that the invention
according to the allowed clains has such | ow
inventional quality that the patent of the invention is
not justified.

The appel |l ant further argued that

"the situation in the manufacture of ceramc fibre
material is very simlar to the situation in the

manuf acture of mneral wool and gl ass wool, and that

t he know edge in connection to the manufacture of

m neral wool can, indeed, be applied to the manufacture
of ceram c wool ."

In its response, the respondent submtted that the
grounds of appeal did not reveal any basis for
reversing the decision of the Qpposition Division, and
that the appeal should, therefore, be rejected as
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i nadm ssi bl e.

In the annex to the summons to the oral proceedings the
Board expl ai ned why the adm ssibility of the appeal was
questionable so that this issue would be the only one
to be discussed at the oral proceedings.

Followi ng the appellant's letter of 7 July 2000
advising the Board that it would not attend the oral
proceedi ngs, the latter were cancell ed.

Reasons for the Decision

0055.D

For the purpose of conpliance with Article 108 EPC,
third sentence, it is not sufficient nerely to indicate
that the decision under appeal is wong. Rather, an
appellant is obliged to state the |egal and factual
grounds which constitute the basis of his challenge to
the validity of the decision. Hence, the grounds of
appeal required are not nerely formal, but involve a
sufficient presentation of the appellant’'s case.

The present appeal essentially only nmakes a general
reference to the appellant's subm ssions in the

f oregoi ng opposition proceedi ngs. Furthernore, insofar
as the appellant referred inits letter of 3 July 1997
to the situation in the manufacture of ceramc fibre,
it nerely contested point 3.7 of the reasons of the
deci si on under appeal w thout any supporting argunents
and wi thout giving any specific |egal of factual
reasons why the decision (see in particular points 3.8
to 3.11) should be set aside. Therefore, the grounds of
appeal submtted anmobunt to no nore than the nere
assertion that the decision under appeal is incorrect
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(T 220/ 83; Q) EPO 1986, 249; T 432/88; T 188/92;
T 646/92), and are insufficient to neet the
requirenments of Article 108 EPC

Or der

For these reasons it is decided that:

The appeal is rejected as inadm ssible.

The Regi strar: The Chai r man:

V. Conmmar e W D. Wi ld
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