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SAMPLE SCRIPT A
This script has been supplied by the JEB as an pbeanf an answer which achieved a pass in the
relevant paper. It is not to be taken as a "modedveer”, nor is there any indication of the mark
awarded to the answer. The script is a transcriphe handwritten answer provided by the candidate,

with no alterations, other than in the formattiragich as the emboldening of headings and italicism o
case references, to improve readability.

CLAIMS :
1. An end cap for plugging the end of an open,tabeprising:

a tubular portion having at a first end an extedimension comparable to an internal
dimension of the open tube; and

a plugging member towards or at a second end eftdbular portion the plugging
member extending transversely across the tubuldiopp

wherein the tubular portion comprises longitudinbg extending longitudinally on an outer
surface of the tubular portipn

the end cap being capable of insertion compleatetythe tube.

2. The end cap as claimed in claim 1, whereindhgitudinal ribs are tapered so as to be taller
at the first end of the end cap.

3. The end cap as claimed in any preceding clamarein the longitudinal ribs comprise a long
rib and a short rib.

4. The end cap as claimed in claim_3, comprismg fong ribs distributed evenly around the
circumference of the end cap

5. The end cap as claimed in claim 4, comprisig Ehort ribs each located adjacent to one of
the long ribs.
6. The end cap as claimed in any preceding claomprising_circumferentiaibs on the inner

surface of the tubular portion

7. The end cap as claimed in any preceding claargm the tubular portion is tapered so as to
be larger in diameter at the first end.

8. The end cap as claimed in any preceding claimarein the end cap comprises high density
polyethylene (HDPE)

9. The end cap as claimed in any preceding claimargin_the tubular portion is a continuous
length of material.

10. The end cap as claimed in any preceding cleliarein the end cap is fitted with a bulbous
bung.




11. The end cap as claimed in claim_11 whereirbtlibous bung has a diameter greater than an
outer diameter of the tube.

12. The end cap as claimed in any of claims 1IRtavherein the bung comprises fadasis: p.
7, 1. 11]

13. A kit of partscomprising:

a scaffolding tubeand

an end cap for the scaffolding tube as claimeahinpreceding claim.

14. The kit of parts as claimed in claim 13, fertkomprising a bulbous bung as described in any
of claims 10 to 12.

15. An end cap as substantially hereinbefore destmith reference to Figure 3.

16. A kit of parts as substantially hereinbefoesatibed with reference to Figure 3.

Optional Divisional 1
1. An end cap for plugging the end of a scaffaidirbe, comprising:

a tubular portion haying at a first end an extewiiedension comparable to an internal
dimension of the open tube; and

a plugging member_at a second end of the tubulatiopp the plugging member
extending transversely across the tubular portion,

wherein the tubular portion is tapered so as ttalmer in diameter at the first end, such that
the taper is less than 5 degrees

[Basis: original claim & 2; "plugging member 13" of p. 7, 1.17-18; "taperedtlaim 5; taper
<5 degrees from p. 6, .30, and p.7 1.21 where 'ttégpshallower"]

Optional Divisional 2

1. A bulbous bung for fitting into an end cap iscffolding tube, wherein the bulbous bung has
a diameter greater than an outer diameter of te tu

PATENT OFFICE LETTER
Dear Sirs

Re. UK Patent Application No. 06567890.0

We respond to the recent examination report withéndeadline o6 November 2008Should, for any



reason, this not be received by the deadline, weet a retrospective two-month extension available
as of right under Rule 117B.

Please be advised that we have now become addressrfice on the abovementioned case, and we
therefore enclose the relevant form to record this.

Filed herewith is a new set of claims 1-16 to replthe original claims currently on file.
Amendments

Claim 1 has been amended to introduce "a secoridtewdrds which a plugging member is located.
This has basis on p. 7, 1.17-18, along with p.8-B3, where "alternative configurations which would
prevent debris entering the scaffold tube 14" ard ®© be acceptable, hence the inclusion of "td&ar

or at", since conceivably the tubular member coettend slightly beyond the plugging member
without departing from the essence of the invention

Also introduced into claim 1 is the feature of '@itudinal ribs on an outer surface". This has djear
basis at p.7,.126-27 and also supported in part by original cl&im

Original Claims 2-9 have been deleted and replaced.
New claim 2 specifies that the longitudinal ribe tapered, with basis at p.73Kk-35.

New claim 3 specifies that the ribs have a long astiort rib, which has basis at p.728-29. There
is no lack of clarity since all that is requiredhsit the short rib is shorter than the long rib.

New claim 4 specifies that there are four long abr®nged in a particular manner, with basis on, p.
l. 29-30.

New claim 5 specifies there are four short ribaiparticular arrangement relative to the long ribs,
with basis on p. 7, 130-31.

New claim 6 introduces the feature of "circumfei@ntibs" as distinct from "longitudinal ribs", vhit
basis at p.8, I. 5 and partially supported by oagclaim 9.

Claim 7 is directly taken from original claim 5.

New claim 8 species from what material the endisapade, ie. HDPE which is well known in the art
to be "high density polyethylene”, with basis of, jb. 8.

New claim 9 specifies that the tubular portion isamtinuous length of material, and not made of
segments, etc, which has basis on p.7, |. 23.

New claim 10 introduces the feature of a bulbousgbin the end cap, with basis on p.5, I. 19.
New claim 11specifies facets of the diameter of the bung, Wékis on p.5, |. 21-23.
New claim 12 requires that the bung comprises famith, basis on p.7, I. 11.

New claim 13 is a new independent claim to a kipaifts, comprising a scaffolding tube and an end
cap for the scaffolding tube. This has basis thihoug the specification since the end caps are all
designed for scaffolding tube.



New claim 14 includes within the kit of parts a Quwhich has basis as described above.

Claims 15 and 16 are newly introduced omnibus @daim

We submit therefore there is no added matter.

Unity

Having deleted old claim 2, and filed amended ctaralating to the embodiment of Figure 3, there is
no longer a lack of unity since all inventions, luting the kit of parts, are linked by a common
inventive concept.

Clarity

We have now addressed the first of the examin&tityc objections by introducing a reference to a
"second end" in claim 1.

Having deleted original claims 3 and 6, the claisgue associated therewith is now circumvented.

Novelty

Claim 1 now includes the limitation of "longitudindbs extending longitudinally on an outer surface
of the tubular portion".

Reference 1

The closest embodiment in Reference 1 to the pr@seention as of claim 1 is the bung of Figure 3.
This has no longitudinal ribs. Therefore claim hawvel over Reference 1.

Reference 2

The examiner suggested that internal and exteiloaMrere disclosed in Reference 2 given the "right
cylindrical surfaces 28". However, these cylindrisarfaces are not "longitudinal ribs" as now
required by claim 1, but are if anything more samiin character to the circumferential ribs as
described in new claim 6. Therefore claim 1 is hovwer Reference 2.

As the new kit of part claims depends on the claidefinition of the end cap, the kit of parts clagn
also novel.

I nventive Step
Reference 1

The difference between claim 1 and Fig. 3 of rafeeel is the "longitudinal ribs". The advantage of
the longitudinal ribs of claim 1 is they provide fo"self-securing interference fit" (p. 7, |. 38)3with

a tube when inserted into said tube. This substinprevents removal of the end caps. Furthermore,
they allow for "reduced thickness for the mateablthe end cap 20, which reduces manufacturing
costs" (p. 7, I. 37-38).

There is no teaching of this feature in Referencadt is it desired that there is a "self-securing
interference fit" which essentially prevents remowh the end cap as it is "capable of insertion
completely into the tube" (claim 1). In fact refece 1 specifically teaches that "when he resunes hi
work, he simply removes the sleeves or bungs wittimeiuse of any tools", and thus removability is



of particular importance. Therefore Reference tliea away from the present invention, thus claim 1
is inventive over reference 1.

Reference 2

The difference between claim 1 and reference 2icpdarly the embodiment of Figure 5, is again the
"longitudinal ribs". The advantage of the longitali ribs of claim 1 is they provide for a "self-
securing interference fit" (p. 7, I. 36-37) withtube when inserted into said tube. This substadytial
prevents removal of the end caps. Furthermore, @llew for "reduced thickness for the material of
the end cap 20, which reduces manufacturing c@sts’, 1. 37-38).

Reference 2 discloses "successive cylindrical sag®8" which are essentially like "circumferential
ribs" as per new claim 6. Such circumferential nibay indeed help to form an "interference fit".
However, they are not as effective at "self-se@iras the longitudinal ribs of the present invemtio
and furthermore the manufacturing costs of produtie successive cylindrical surfaces will be high
given the extra degree of complexity required irithmanufacture. Longitudinal ribs are easily
applied to simple "tubular portions" and also alltwe tubular portion itself to be made of reduced
thickness, thus saving more in manufacturing costs.

The skilled person would also not be motivatedhange to using longitudinal ribs if circumferencial
ribs seemingly solved the problem in question.

Finally, Reference 2 is again really only concermgith removal plugs so that "at the end of a work
shift, the end of cables or wires, are thus secaueth that they may be retrieved at the beginning o
the next work shift" (p.15, |. 25-28 of Ref 2). Rehlso teaches that a "flange 18 provides a gadd a
convenient grasping means for pulling the plug "fr@éere is clearly no intention to enable easy
removal of the end caps of the present inventidwerdfore again Reference 2 teaches away from the
present invention. Therefore claim 1 is inventiveroReference 2.

There would be no motivation for the skilled pergorcombine the teachings of Reference 1 and 2
because they clearly relate to different fieldef Rto plumbing pipes (ie. small bore pipes) aed R

to pipes for "carrying and protecting undergroundctical power lines" (ie. large bore pipes).
However, even if the documents were combined, #s dmcuments teach towards the removability of
plugs and away from longitudinal ribs, claim 1 isventive over both pieces of prior art in
combination.

As the new kit of part claims depends on the claidefinition of the end cap, the kit of parts clagn
also inventive.

Final Matters

In so far as any subject matter has been remowed thhe present application, we reserve the right to
reinstate such subject matter at a later stagex@mmple in a divisional application.

We kindly request accelerated prosecution of tlesemt application since the Applicant is concerned
that infringing products are to be imminently plda® the market.

Before issuing a Section 18(4) communication, @dasdly give the Applicant a brief opportunity to
file a divisional application.

Yours,

Encs: Form 51 (change of representative);
New claims 1-16



MEMO TO CLIENT
Reponse (General)
*  We filed the enclosed response within the deadline.

< We recorded ourselves as the new address for sefeitowing the retirement of your
previous attorney.

« We agreed with the examiner that the claims ag filere not novel or inventive over
Reference 1 or Reference 2.

o] Reference 1 discloses a bung (end cap) for pluggmgopen tube" with a "tubular
portion" and a "plugging portion". Despire Ref lirge primarily concerned with
plumbing tubing, your invention was not so limitehd in the introduction of your
application it states that your tubes are "not@sigkly to end caps for use with scaffold
tubes". Therefore claim 1 was not novel.

o] Reference 1 also discloses such an end cap witmgef, so claim 2 was inevitably not
novel also.

o] Reference 2 likewise shows similar plugs, withandle, and thus both claims 1 and 2
were not novel. Again, although the tubes of irgeie Ref 2 were underground pipes
(large bore), your invention was not limited innerof tubing.

« The examiner was also correct that there was adacakity as your claim | and 2 were to
embodiments 2 and | respectively, each of whichteelo a different concept: embodiment 2
is for complete insertion, embodiment | is not.

e There were also some clarity issues to address.

e We addressed all of the above issues and broughagplication into what is hopefully a
grantable form.

Response (Specifics)

. It is not clear when the prior-art references 1 2ndere filed and published. We have assumed
therefore that both were published before your @iBgf date of 20 December 2006, and that
both references are fully citable pieces of priareath for novelty and inventive step. We have
amended the claims accordingly.

. We based our response on the information you pealigpecifically that:

0 Scaffolding caps were the most important (bungseacendary)

0 The flangeless scaffolding caps are most impor{#m caps with flanges are less
desirable)

0 Your customers like your caps because they "caomoemoved"

. We also felt that any feature which made you capsremovable would be advantageous to
stop scaffolders selling on used caps, which yberstise could not easily stop using a patent
due to a principle called "exhaustion”, which meaasi cannot stop people selling your
patented product when it is second hand.



. We therefore focussed on embodiment 2, and amewrilgidal claim 1 to include an additional
limitation of "longditudinal ribs", specifically:

"wherein the tubular portion comprises longitudinhk extending longitudinally on an
outer surface of the tubular portign*

. This gave the claim novelty over both referenceend 2, as ref 2 only mentioned what are
essentially "circumferential ribs".

. We argued that this feature was inventive becaugave the advantage of a "self-securing
interference fit", thus a tighter fit, and allowéat thinner caps which reduces manufacturing
costs.

. | believe this amendment therefore overcomes thog prt, but still covers the most important
product to you and your customers.

. There was the option of limiting the end caps te thaterials, ie. HDPE, but such materials
were disclosed in both references 1 and 2, anéytwwell have been obvious to use this in view
of these references.

. Another option may have been to go for a limitati@mch specified that the angle of tapering
of the tubular portion was "less than 5 degreelsbelieve this has basis in your application.
However, it may be more difficult to argue thistiga to be inventive, and since you wanted a
quick grant | felt we should go for a feature wherecould be more sure of its inventiveness.

. We also introduced a "kit of parts" claim, whichveos scaffolding tubes sold with your end
caps, and optionally also with a bung. This is lbeeayou suggested you may consider selling
your caps and bungs with scaffolding poles to iaseeyour company's turn over. Such a claim
will catch anyone else trying to do the same.

Accelerated Prosecution

. It may not be possible to have your patent gramtdde next few weeks, as there are not as yet
any infringers that provide a justification for aterated grant, which is what examiners like to
see. However, we have requested accelerated ptmseali the same, stating that you were
concerned about infringements occurring soon.

. The fact that your application was published we#ro3 months ago at least means that there
need not be a delay to allow for third party obagons.

Future Actions

. As mentioned, the way we have amended your apjaicashould protect your main
commercial interests, at least in the short termrtHermore, we managed to provide an
amendment which did not limit the invention to lgesuitable for scaffolding tubes only.

. However, to secure fuller protection you may wishfile either or both of the enclosed
suggested divisional applications.

0 Divisional 1 limits to end caps for scaffolding agonly. However, the wording of the
claim allows coverage of both your flangeless dadde-based embodiments. We have
attempted to get novelty by limiting the taperimgle to less than 5 degrees. Alternative
amendments may also be possible to achieve nouattyding limiting to a certain wall



thickness. Such a divisional application may wellviorth filing to cover both of your
embodiments in the longer term, although this taike longer to grant, and may need to
be argued.

0 Divisional 2 relates only to your "bulbous bung'hieh may well be an invention in its
own right, since it make ends of scaffolding patesre visible, and also provides a softer
surface which is less likely to smash glass wherkmen are working with scaffolding.
This may well be worth filing as you suggest yoailes of bungs are increasing.

. You will need to decide on whether to file one othbof these divisional applications as soon
as possible, since once the parent case is graygadpose the opportunity to do this. Given
that we have requested accelerated grant, the wirmfoopportunity may be quite small.
Therefore, please let me know within the next month

. Divisional applications will incur extra costs, htitnay be worthwhile if you think you should
have this protection for the future. They will orpyotect you in the UK, as with the parent
application.

Final Points

. Once any of the above mentioned applications aetgd you can take legal action - including

getting intrim injunctions (to stop people makingselling or even importing), and damages.

. If you find that anyone is infringing, please leerknow as soon as possible so that we can
decide what action to take. You should let me kie&n if your patent is not yet granted as we
can still threaten future legal which would poteltyi compensate you for damages for
infringements even before grant.

. In the meantime we enclose our account for thikwor

Encs: Response to patent office
Proposed Divisional application 1
Proposed Divisional application 2

* k k kkk k%
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SAMPLE SCRIPT B

This script has been supplied by the JEB as an pbeanf an answer which achieved a pass in the
relevant paper. It is not to be taken as a "modedveer”, nor is there any indication of the mark
awarded to the answer. The script is a transcriphe handwritten answer provided by the candidate,
with no alterations, other than in the formattirsgich as the emboldening of headings and italicism o
case references, to improve readability.

CLAIMS: (Amended)

1.

10.

An end cap, for plugging the end of an open,tabeprising;

a tubular portion having at a first end an extewiielension comparable to an internal
dimension of the tube; and

a plugging member extending transversely acrosstuhelar portion at a second end
opposite the first end, the end cap being capdbtesertion completely into the tube,

wherein the end cap further comprises longitudiited extending longitudinally on the
outer surface of the tubular portion.

(New) An end cap in accordance with claim 1,which the longitudinal ribs extend
longitudinally on the outer surface of the tubiartion from the first end towards the second
end.

(New) An end cap in accordance with any prawpdilaim, in which the longitudinal ribs
comprise a plurality of first longitudinal ribs aadlurality of second longitudinal ribs,

wherein the first longitudinal ribs extend longlee second longitudinal ribs.

(New) An end cap in accordance with claim 4, relrethe first longitudinal ribs and the
second longitudinal ribs are arranged such that eae of the plurality of first longitudinal
ribs is located immediately adjacent one of thegity of second longitudinal ribs.

(New) An end cap in accordance with any preagdiaim, in which the longitudinal ribs are
tapered such that they extend further from the rosteface of the tubular portion as they
extend from the first end towards the second end.

(Previous claim 5) An end cap in accordance ...

(Previous claim 6 - amended) An end cap in atwe with any preceding claim, in which
the outer diameter of the tubular portion is choseaoh that in use, the end cap forms an
interference fit in the tube with which the end éapeing used.

(Previous claim 7)

(Previous claim 9 — amended) An end cap accgrttirany preceding claim comprising ribs
on the inner surface of the tubular portion.

(New) An end cap according to claim 9, wheréie ribs on the inner surface are
circumferential.



11. (New) A bung for use with the end cap in acaam with any preceding claim,
wherein the bung is self retained in the tubutatipn of the end cap.

12. (New) An end cap as hereinbefore described wiference to figure 3 of the
accompanying drawings.

Claim for divisional
1. An apparatus comprising:

a tube;
an end cap;

wherein the end cap comprises a tubular portionnigaat a first end an external dimension
comparable to an internal dimension of the tubd; an

a plugging member extending transversely acrossuthdar portion at a second end opposite
the first end, wherein the end cap further comprlsagitudinal ribs extending longitudinally
on the outer surface of the tubular portion, and

wherein the end cap can be inserted completeltimdube, thereby sealing the tube.

LETTER TO PATENT OFFICE
Dear Sirs,

Thank you for your examination report, in respotsevhich the applicant submits the following
amendments and observation.

Please find enclosed a new set of claims. Endarséah 1 is based on claim 1 currently on file, but
has been amended to include the feature of theamdomprising longitudinal ribs.

Basis for this amendment can be found on pagel®, pnes 26-27.

Enclosed claim 1 has also been amended to clédfythe plugging member is at a second end of the
tubular portion, opposite the first end. Basistfos amendment can be found from figure 1, 2 and 3
from which it is clear and unambiguously derivathiat this is the case.

New claim 2, 3, 4 and 5 have been added, basisHimh is as follows;

Claim 2 — page 7 of 16, lines 26- 27
Claim 3 — page 7 of 16, lines 34- 35
Claim 4 — page 7 of 16, lines 28- 29
Claim 5 — page 7 of 16, lines 30 -32

Claims 2, 3, 4 have been deleted without prejuditee applicant reserves the right to reinstate thi
subject matter, or file a divisional applicationitto

New claims 10, 11 and 12 have also been added; fmasivhich can be found:
Claim 10 —p 8 of 16, line 5

Claim 11 — p 7 of 16, line 11-15
Claim 12 —figure 3



Claim 7, claim 6 currently on file has been ameniteclarify that in use the cap forms an interfeeen
fit.
Novelty

Enclosed claim 1 is novel over Ref 1, because Raild to disclose any longitudinal ribs extending
longitudinally on the outer surface of the tubydartion.

Enclosed claim 1 is novel over Ref 2, because Refl® to disclose any longitudinal ribs extending
longitudinally on the outer surface of the tubydartion.

Enclosed claim 1 is therefore novel over Refl agtiR

I nventive Step

Using Windsurfer

The skilled person is an engineer for a tube manuifar.

The invention relates to providing longitudinalgibn the outer surface of the tubular portion sbeh

the ribs provide a self-securing interference ffidl @lso allows the end cap to be manufactured avith
reduced thickness of material, having the advantégeducing costs.

Starting from Ref 1, it would not be obvious to #iélled person to modify Ref 1 to fall within the
scope of the claims, because Ref 1 discloses acamthat is designed to be removed after use and

not be permanently seated.

The skilled person would therefore not be motivatednodify Ref 1to provide longitudinal ribs for
providing a self-securing interference fit, becatlmecap in Ref 1 must be removable.

Starting from Ref 2, the skilled person would netrbotivated to modify Ref 2 to fall within the s@op

of the claims, because Ref 2 only discloses progidircumferential grooves around the plug. The
grooves in Ref 2 are arranged stepwise along thesaah that the cap can be used to fit a range of
different sized tubes.

A person skilled in the art would not modify Reft@ provide longitudinal grooves as in claim 1,
because such an amendment would cause the plugfi2 B only fit a single size tube. This is
clearly against the teaching of Ref 2.

Even if Ref 1 and Ref 2 are combined, as they Fatho disclose or suggest longitudinal grooves,
any combination will still not fall within the scepof the claims.

The enclosed claims therefore involve an invensiep in view of the prior art.

Clarity

It is respectfully submitted that the Examinerseslipns are addressed by the above described
amendments to the claim.

Other

Please find enclosed PF5L registering myself astdge the applicant.



The applicant intends to file a divisional applioat
Yours Faithfully,
Agent for Applicant

<application now only contains single independzain. >

MEMO TO CLIENT
Dear Sirs,

Claims need to amended in view of the prior arhisTis because Ref 1 destroys the novelty of Claim
1 and Ref 2 although does not destroy noveltyqfaildisclose complete insertions) the currentrclai
would not be inventive.

Note from your email that the second flangelessaatimhent is more important to you. Claim 1 is
directed to this embodiment.

Claim 2 is directed to the first embodiment witlange. The Examiner has objected to the multiple
independent claims. Therefore | suggest deletinginC 2 (consequently claim 3) from this
application. It does not appear appropriate ®dildivisional application for this claim as botefR
and Ref 2 shows caps that contain flanges. Isi@ot possible to amend claim 2 in a similar way
claim 1 (as described below) as the feature ofitadgpal ribs is not a feature of the first embodimh

It therefore appears very difficult to get any datirotection for the first embodiment as a suggeste
claim to this embodiment will almost certainly lackentive step (at least).

| have maintained Claim 1 in this application.

As you will see, | have amended claim 1 to incltigefeature of longitudinal ribs. The reason fos t
amendment is because it is a feature that not cages the interference fit that your customens lik
but they enable the thickness of the material teeldeced, thereby saving manufacturing costs.

Other amendments that | considered were: thatltigging member is a mesh, series of bars or sheet
like. | dismissed this as it was too narrow. Arestpossible was the ribs on the inner surface. |
dismissed this, as it did not appear to provideadwantages that your customer liked.

| added new dependent claim directed to the lodgial ribs. The reason for this is as a fallback
position and because the patent indicates thaattemgement in claim 5 is particularly good and
should be protected.

| added a new claim defining the inner groovesiazimferential (claim 10) and added an omnibus
claim (claim 12).

Claim 11 is directed to a bung for use in the plub.added this claim to catch any potential
infringement if someone was only supplying the buhdid not think any other category of claim was
necessary.

| have included an independent claim for a potémtigisional application that is directed to an
apparatus. This is intended to cover the situatfoselling caps and bungs with poles as indicated
your email. Please let me know if you would likefite the divisional. The deadline will be 3 mbsat
before end of rule 30 period, i. e. "2Qpril 2006.



However, a divisional app must be filed before gepigranted so please let me have your instrugtion
ASAP as this case many grant soon.

| have argued that the claims are inventive ovdrlRend Ref 2 in the response.

Check status of Ref 1, as sales of your first erithedt could potentially infringe claims of Ref 1 if
Ref 1 is in force.

Ref 2 is US, so should check status to see ifricefbefore selling*lembodiment in US.
| have registered myself as agent for applicantcem handle prosecution of the case.
No divisional for bung as not commercially impottairelatively few sales of bungs.
Claims 4 and 8 deleted as now is enclosed claimebundant.

Possible Amendments

Bungs — add claim

Tapered tubular portion — Ref 1 & 2

HDPE — Ref 1 & 2

Taper continuing at substantially same degred 1Re
Interference fit — Ref 2

Satisfactory interference fit dimensions

Plugging member - Mesh
- Series of bars } to narrow
- Sheet like }

Insert completely into tube — already in Claim 1
Longitudinal external ribs — possible

Short ribs/ long ribs — possible — dependent
Circumferential ribs on inner surface — possible
Divisional for flange? No for pole + cap

*k kkkk k%
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SAMPLE SCRIPT C

This script has been supplied by the JEB as an pbeanf an answer which achieved a pass in the
relevant paper. It is not to be taken as a "modedveer”, nor is there any indication of the mark
awarded to the answer. The script is a transcriphe handwritten answer provided by the candidate,
with no alterations, other than in the formattirsgich as the emboldening of headings and italicism o
case references, to improve readability.

AMENDED CLAIMS

1.

10.

11.

An end cap, for plugging the end of an open,tabeprising

a tubular portion having a first end and a secamd, ¢he first end havingn external
dimension comparable to an internal dimension efttibe and

a plugging member extending transversely acrossithdar position,

in which the tubular portion is tapered so as tdabger in diameter at the first end than at
the second end and in which the end cap furthepdsses at least one longitudinal rib
extending longitudinally on the outer surface @ thbular portion.

An end cap according to claim 1 in which thegging member <as original claim 4>.

An end cap according to claim 1 or 2 in whicé kbngitudinal rib or ribs are tapered so as to
be taller at the end furthest from the first endhef tubular portion.

An end cap according to any preceding claim imctv there are a plurality of longitudinal
ribs.

An end cap according to claim 4 in which theme a plurality of ribs of a first length, and a
plurality of ribs of a second length, the firstdgim being longer than the second length.

An end cap according to claim 5 in which there faur longitudinal ribs of the first length,

and four longitudinal ribs of the second lengtte tibs being distributed evenly around the
outer circumference of the tubular portion and thes of the first length being located

immediately adjacent ribs of the second length.

An end cap according to any preceding claim Imctv the tubular portion further comprises
circumferential ribs in its inner surface.

An end cap according to any preceding claimh&mrtcomprising a bung, the bung being
formed of a resilient foam material and the bungdpeetained in the first end of the tubular
portion.

A scaffolding tube comprising at least one eayl @ccording to any of claims 1 to 8.

A kit comprising at least one scaffolding trel at least one end cap according to any of the
claims 1 to 8.

An end cap substantially herein described weiference to Figure 3.



LETTER TO UKIPD — BY FAX

Dear Sir

Re: GB 06567890.0 in the name of Scaffold Access&ii.C

In response to the examination report issued ustief3), | hereby file a full response and amended
claims 1 to 11 to replace the claims currently i@ if time to meet the deadline of Blovember

2008.

| have recently taken over as the agent for thpdiegtion and enclose the relevant authorisation.

Amendments

Claim 1 has been amended and is now limited tonancap with a first and second end in which the
tubular portion is tapered and comprises at lemstiongitudinal rib.

The requirement that the end cap be capable aftimseompletely into the tube has been deleted.
Basis for the tubular portion being tapered is mted by original claim 5.

Basis for the tubular portion comprising at leasé dongitudinal rib is provided by original claim 8
and in the specification on p7 at lines 26 to 3@reHt is disclosed that any suitable distributdmibs
may be used.

Basis for removing the requirement that the end lsapcompletely inserted is provided in the
description on p7 at lines 18 to 19. Here it iscdssed that the cap may be inserted fully into the
scaffold tube, but it is clear that this not aneesisl feature.

Claim 2 is based on originally filed claim 4.

Basis for claim 3 can be found in the descriptiarpage 7 at lines 34 to 35.

Basis for claim 4 can be found in the descriptiarpage 7 at lines 26 to 28.

Basis for claims 5 and 6 can be found in the dpsori on p7 at lines 26 to 32.

Basis for claim 7 can be found in the descriptiarp8 at lines 5 to 6.

Basis for claim 8 can be found in the descriptiarp@ at lines 11 to 15.

Basis for claims 9 and 10 is found throughout tescdiption but particularly p5 line 6, p6 lines tb7
18, p6 line 32.

Claim 11 is an omnibus claim and basis is founthéndescription and Fig 3 as filed.

Unity
The claims have been amended and now include owyralependent claim.

This objection is understood to be overcome.



Novelty (I am assuming Ref 1 + 2 published before filingedaB ‘065:. relevant to novelty and IS)
The invention as now claimed is novel over themait Ref 1 and Ref 2.

Ref 1 (Build-it) discloses removable caps for tybeade of plastic and comprising a tapered outer
surface with or without a flange.

However, Ref 1 does not disclose an end cap witgilodinal ribs on the outer surface and therefore
claim 1 (and all dependent claims) are novel oté dlisclosure. There are instead circumferential
cylinders, not ribs.

Ref 2 (Bodgers) discloses cup-shaped plugs, formieglastic in a frusto-conical shape with
cylindrical surfaces of differing diameters.

However, the plugs of Ref 2 do not comprise lordjital ribs and therefore the present claims are also
novel over this disclosure

I nventive Step

The difference between the present invention arkd Bef 1 and Ref 2 is the presence of longitudinal
ribs on the outer surface of the tubular portion.

These ribs allow the end cap to be fitted intogtaffold tube with a self-securing interferencebliit
whilst using an end cap of reduced thickness.

This has the advantage of reducing manufacturistsqsee p7 lines 35 to 38).

Nowhere is it suggested in 1 or 2 that longitudinds may be used to allow a self-securing
interference fit whilst allowing a reduced thickader the end cap.

In any case, Ref 1 is directed towards end capgsnhg be fitted or removed without tools (see pl1
line 35-37).

Ref 2 discloses an end cap which fits via a semmpaent interference fit — but does this using
circumferential cylindrical surfaces.

.. Claim 1 is inventive over Ref 1 and 2
Similarly, the feature of claim 3 is not disclosmdsuggested.

Having ribs taller at the end furthest from thatfiend allows the ribs to be shaved off upon irsert
ensuring an interference fit (see p7 line 34-38).

This is not disclosed or suggested in Ref 1 Hi2ventive.

Similarly for claims 4 to 6. As the longitudinabs are not disclosed, the particularly advantageous
arrangements are inventive over Ref 1 + 2. (Sd:p3 26-32).

Claim 7 is inventive also. The feature of claimlibwas the end cap to be gripped more easily and
provides means for retaining accessories (seap8 §-7).

The cap of Ref 2 has_ a smoatimer surface and nowhere suggests the advarhgi@s feature.

.. Claim 7 is also inventive.



Claim 8 has the advantage of preventing damagejunyito glass or pedestrians (see p7 lines 11-15).
These advantages are not suggested by Ref 1 Fhere is inventive step over these disclosures.
Clarity

| believe the amendments overcome these objections

| believe the application is in order for allowarared look forward to receiving notification of thas
soon as possible.

My client is concerned that infringers may stamducing the invention soon, and therefore would
appreciate notice of grant as soon as possible.

Yours faithfully,

MEMO TO CLIENT

Dear Client,

As requested | have filed a response today and freavetered myself as agent for your application.

The prior art cited by the Examiner was relevantht® novelty of some of the existing clams and
therefore | have limited to your preferred embodimgith ribs, and without flange.

The flanged cap without ribs was disclosed by Rafhd therefore | have deleted this from the claims.
| kept in the tapered feature as | believe thisldidne essential for the cap to function.

| added some fall back positions to particularaibangements including your preferred 4 long and 4
short ribs.

A further claim to the circumferential ribs insideas also added.
| then added claims to a cap + bung, a scaffoltlilbg and a kit comprising scaffolding tube + cap to
protect your activities should you start sellingpgaand bungs with poles as indicated in your

instructions.

As you are particularly keen to get to grant in tlext few weeks, | have not filed any divisional
application to the embodiment 1 end cap. Filingvastbnal would delay grant somewhat.

If however you would like to follow this up, we caonsider the possibility of filing a divisional the
embodiment 1 cap with additional features to digtish it from the prior art.

One option for example would be to limit it to argi@ular taper angle which allows easy moulding
and fitting.

Any div. must be filed whilst the patent is pendingwever, and therefore we should consider any
filing immediatelyif you wish to follow this option.

Otherwise, | believe we should hear from the UKI#@t the application is to be allowed in the near
future

Yours sincerely,

*k kkkk k%



