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Substantial evidence supported a Patent Trial and Appeal Board decision finding a patent for an
eyewear retention device unpatentable as obvious, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Federal
Circuit has held. A prior art device created by a fisherman and described in a newspaper article
made use of a “resilient” retainer—as claimed by the challenged patent—that extended backwards
in a stiff manner so that it did not rest on the wearer’s neck. Other prior art references could be
readily combined with this device to meet the other claim limitations. The Board did fail to
adequately explain a motivation to combine the prior art, in the court’s view (Cablz, Inc. v. Chums,
Inc., September 12, 2017, Reyna, J.).

A full summary of this case has been published on Kluwer IP Law.
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To make sure you do not miss out on regular updates from the Kluwer Patent Blog, please
subscribe here.

Kluwer IP Law

The 2022 Future Ready Lawyer survey showed that 79% of lawyers think that the importance of
legal technology will increase for next year. With Kluwer IP Law you can navigate the
increasingly global practice of IP law with specialized, local and cross-border information and
tools from every preferred location. Are you, as an IP professional, ready for the future?

Learn how Kluwer IP Law can support you.
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This entry was posted on Tuesday, September 26th, 2017 at 2:09 pm and is filed under Case Law,
United States of America
You can follow any responses to this entry through the Comments (RSS) feed. Both comments and
pings are currently closed.
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