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! Mr. Saidman has been a specialist in design law for the last 20 years, representing Fortune 500 and smaller
companies, as well as individual designers, in obtaining and enforcing design patents. Mr. Saidman was the
founder and first chair of the Industrial Designs Committee of the American Intellectual Property Law
Association (AIPLA), and currently serves as vice-chair of the Industrial Designs Committee of the
Intellectual Property Owners Association (IPO), co-chair of the Design Protection Section of the Industrial
Designers Society of America (IDSA), and 1s on the Design Rights Subcommittee of the Emerging Issues
Committee of the International Trademark Association (INTA). His boutique law firm, SAIDMAN
DesignLaw Group, concentrates in legal issues involving designs and product configurations and is located
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Disclosed but not described
Baby bottle strap

Original Amended

The design left over, after the amendment, was not recognizable
prior to the amendment.

Does the description clearly allow persons of ordinary skill in the
art to recognize that the inventor invented what is claimed?

See In re Gosteli, 872 F.2d 1008, 1012, 10 USPQ2d 1614, 1618 (Fed. Cir. 1989).
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2 Joel Sincavage 1s a supervisory design patent examiner at USPTO, serving as a Teaching Quality
Assurance Specialist. He trains examiners of design patents and advises the USPTO on practice, procedure
and legal implementation of design patent laws, rules and court decisions. Design Patent Practice Specialist at
USPTO-- January 1989 - Present (25 years) °
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