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From Ex parte Johnson, 40 USPQ 576:

~TThere is no justification for simply
ignoring appellant's allegations of
unexpected results.-

From In re Costello, 178 USPQ 290,92:
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~The examiner makes no showing
[that applicant's statement is in
correct] and this tribunal is not so
expert in the art as to Disagree with
applicant's sworn description and
agree with the examiner without cause.~

From In re Andrews, 168 USPQ 360,66:

~e cannot take judicial notice 'of
'.' the impossibility of what appejllant
asserts ..•. Accordingly, we reverse
the rejection which, in our view,
ignored the thrust of ;?pellant"s appli
cation in this regard.

From Ex parte lIgen and Michl, 172 USPQ 316,17:

~s the main opinion notes, appellant's
specification asserts an improved re
sult ...• The examiner erred in fail
ing to show cause for not giving effect
to this assertion ....... ·
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