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Claims 

 

1. A separator for the centrifugal separation of a free-

flowing product into different phases or for the 

centrifugal clarification of a product, having at least 5 

the following features: 

a. a rotatable drum with a lower section and an 

upper section, 

b. a means arranged in the drum for the 

clarification of a product which is to be 10 

processed in the centrifugal field, 

c. one or both of the following parts being of a 

conical design: the drum upper section and the 

drum lower section, 

d. a plurality or all of the following elements 15 

consist of plastic or a plastic-composite 

material: 

- the drum lower section, 

- the drum upper section, 

- the means for clarification, 20 

wherein 

e. the drum comprises a feed system and a discharge 

system, and the entire drum is designed in a 

sealed type of construction, and 

f.  at least one discharge channel for a dense 25 

product phase is integrated into the drum upper 

section. 

 

2. The separator as claimed in claim 1, wherein the means 

for clarification is a plate packet consisting of a 30 

stack of separating plates. 

 

3. The separator as claimed in claim 1 or 2, wherein the 

drum can be rotated by means of a spindle construction 

which consists of plastic or a plastic-composite 35 

material. 
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4. The separator as claimed in claim 3, wherein the spindle 

construction is coupled directly to the output shaft of 

a motor, and wherein the spindle construction has no 

rotational bearings on its outside circumference. 

 5 

5. The separator as claimed in one of the preceding claims, 

wherein all the product-contact regions of the drum 

consist of plastic. 

 

6. The separator as claimed in claim 1, wherein the drum 10 

is enclosed by a housing which consists of plastic. 

 

7. The separator as claimed in claim 4, wherein the entire 

separator, apart from the motor, consists of plastic. 

 15 

8. The separator as claimed in one of the preceding claims, 

wherein the drum lower section is provided directly in 

one piece with a distribution attachment which has 

distribution channels for transferring the product to 

be processed from a feed pipe into the drum interior. 20 

 

9. The separator as claimed in claim 6, wherein the entire 

drum, in addition to the feed system and discharge 

system and possibly a part of the housing, is designed 

as an exchangeable preassembled module consisting of 25 

plastic or a plastic-composite material. 

 

10. The separator as claimed in claim 4, wherein the entire 

separator, apart from the motor, is designed as an 

exchangeable preassembled module consisting of plastic 30 

or a plastic-composite material. 

 

11. The separator as claimed in claim 4, wherein the motor 

is flanged directly onto the housing. 

 35 
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12. The separator as claimed in one of the preceding claims, 

wherein the product-contacting sections of the 

discharge system consist of plastic. 

 

13. The separator as claimed in one of the preceding claims, 5 

wherein the discharge regions of the discharge system 

are designed as annular channels which open axially 

into annuluses in annular bodies. 

 

14. The separator as claimed in claim 13, wherein the 10 

annular bodies consist of plastic or a plastic-

composite material. 

 

15. The separator as claimed in one of the preceding claims, 

wherein a drum cover consisting of plastic is mounted 15 

on the drum upper section. 

 

16. A use of a separator as claimed in claims 1 to 15 as a 

disposable separator for the one-time processing of a 

product batch.  20 
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Claims 

 

1. A separator for the centrifugal separation of a free-

flowing product into different phases or for the 

centrifugal clarification of a product, having at least 5 

the following features: 

a. a rotatable drum with a lower section and an 

upper section, 

b. a means arranged in the drum for the 

clarification of a product which is to be 10 

processed in the centrifugal field, 

c. one or both of the following parts being of a 

conical design: the drum upper section and the 

drum lower section, 

d. one, a plurality or all of the following elements 15 

consist of plastic or a plastic-composite 

material: 

- the drum lower section, 

- the drum upper section, 

- the means for clarification, 20 

wherein 

e. the drum comprises a feed system and a discharge 

system, and the entire drum is designed in a 

sealed type of construction, and 

ef.  at least one discharge channel for a dense 25 

product phase is integrated into the drum upper 

section. 

 

2. The separator as claimed in claim 1, wherein the means 

for clarification is a plate packet consisting of a 30 

stack of separating plates. 

 

3. The separator as claimed in claim 1 or 2, wherein the 

drum can be rotated by means of a spindle construction 

which preferably consists of plastic or a plastic-35 

composite material. 
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4. The separator as claimed in claim 3, wherein the spindle 

construction is coupled directly to the output shaft of 

a motor, and in thatwherein the spindle construction 

has no rotational bearings on its outside 

circumference. 5 

 

5. The separator as claimed in one of the preceding claims, 

wherein the drum comprises a feed system and a discharge 

system, and wherein the drum is designed in a sealed 

type of construction. 10 

 

6.5. The separator as claimed in one of the preceding claims, 

wherein all the product-contact regions of the drum 

consist of plastic. 

 15 

7.6. The separator as claimed in claim 51, wherein the drum 

is enclosed by a housing which preferably consists of 

plastic. 

 

8.7. The separator as claimed in claim 4, wherein the entire 20 

separator, apart from the motor, consists of plastic. 

 

9.8. The separator as claimed in one of the preceding claims, 

wherein the drum lower section is provided directly in 

one piece with a distribution attachment which has 25 

distribution channels for transferring the product to 

be processed from a feed pipe into the drum interior. 

 

10.9. The separator as claimed in claim 76, wherein 

the entire drum, in addition to the feed system and 30 

discharge system and possibly a part of the housing, is 

designed as an exchangeable preassembled module 

consisting of plastic or a plastic-composite material. 

 

11.10. The separator as claimed in claim 4, wherein the 35 

entire separator, apart from the motor, is designed as 



- 16 - 

an exchangeable preassembled module consisting of 

plastic or a plastic-composite material. 

 

12.11. The separator as claimed in claim 4, wherein the 

motor is flanged directly onto the housing. 5 

 

13.12. The separator as claimed in one of the preceding 

claims, wherein the product-contacting sections of the 

discharge system preferably consist of plastic. 

 10 

14.13. The separator as claimed in one of the preceding 

claims, wherein the discharge regions of the discharge 

system are designed as annular channels which open 

axially into annuluses in annular bodies. 

 15 

15.14. The separator as claimed in claim 1413, wherein 

the annular bodies consist of plastic or a plastic-

composite material. 

 

16. The separator as claimed in one of the preceding claims, 20 

wherein at least one discharge channel for a product 

phase is integrated into the drum upper section. 

 

17.15. The separator as claimed in one of the preceding 

claims, wherein a drum cover consisting of plastic is 25 

mounted on the drum upper section. 

 

18. A method for operating a separator as claimed in one of 

the preceding claims, wherein during a clarification 

process of a product very dense substances are 30 

concentrated, and in that the drum, after the processing 

of a batch, is melted down or is dissolved in an acid 

or the like, for example, in order to produce the dense 

substance as a residue of this process. 

 35 
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19.16. A use of a separator as claimed in claims 1 to 

17 15 as a disposable separator for the one-time 

processing of a product batch.  

 

 5 



 THE PATENTS ACT 
 (CHAPTER 221) 
 
 IN THE MATTER OF Singapore Patent 

No. 11201408585Y titled “Separator” in 
the name of GEA Mechanical Equipment 
GmbH 

 
       IN THE MATTER OF Section 25(5), 83(1) 

and 84(3) of the Patents Act and Rule 
80(3) of the Patents Rules  

 
    
STATEMENT OF REASONS FOR PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF PATENT SPECIFICATION 
 

The Proprietor, GEA Mechanical Equipment GmbH, of Singapore Patent No. 11201408585Y 

titled “Separator” (hereinafter “the Patent”) seeks leave to amend the patent specification. 

 

A.  SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 

 

1. Claim 1 is amended to delete the option of “one” from feature d. Claim 1 is further 

amended to include feature e. which incorporates claim 5 in its entirety and specifies that 

the entire drum is designed in a seal type of construction. 

 

2. Claim 4 is editorially amended. The term “preferably” is deleted from the claims. 

 

3. Claims 5, 16 and 18 are deleted and subsequent claims are renumbered accordingly. 

 

B.  COMPLIANCE WITH STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS 

 

4. In Ship’s Equipment Centre Bremen GmbH v Fuji Trading (Singapore) Pte Ltd and others 

and another suit [2015] SGHC 159 (hereinafter “Ship’s Equipment”) at [22]-[25], the court 

affirmed the applicability of not only Section 84(3)(a) and (b) but also the “base-line 

criteria” in Section 25(5)(b) and (c) of the Patents Act to any post-grant amendment. The 

present proposed amendments fully comply with these statutory requirements, as 

discussed in detail below. 

 

Section 84(3)(a) 

 

5. The deletion of “one” from feature d. in claim 1 does not add new matter. Page 2, lines 4-

6 of the description states that the means for clarification is preferably a separating plate 



packet consisting of plastic. Page 2, lines 15-19 of the description states that “some, and 

preferably even all, of the product-contacting regions of the rotating system consist of 

plastic or a plastic-composite material, especially the drum lower section and the drum 

upper section and the plate packet”. Page 10, lines 27-32 and page 11, lines 17-21 offer 

further similar description. Thus, it is explicitly disclosed that some or all of the drum lower 

section, drum upper section and means for clarification consist of plastic or plastic-

composite material. 

 

6. The inclusion of feature e. into claim 1 does not add new matter. Page 3, lines 23-26 of 

the description states that “[i]t is advantageous and particularly hygienic in this case if the 

entire drum, especially also its feed system and its discharge system, is/are designed as 

a sealed type of construction”. Further, page 10, line 19-21 of the description states that 

“[t]he feed system and also the discharge system with the at least two discharges, and 

therefore the entire drum 2, are preferably of a hermetically sealed design”. In other 

words, feature e. is explicitly disclosed in the description. 

 

7. The deletion of claims 5, 16 and 18 and of the term “preferably”, and the editorial changes 

to claim 4 are self-explanatory and do not require further discussion. 

 

Section 84(3)(b) 

 

8. The deletion of “one” from feature d. in claim 1 has the effect of reducing the number 

of permutations possible from the elements listed in feature (d). More particularly, 

before the deletion, up to 7 permutations are available from among (i) the drum lower 

section, (ii) the drum upper section, and (iii) the means for clarification. After the 

deletion, only 4 of the 7 permutations remain. Thus, it is clear that this change does 

not extend the scope of protection. 

 

9. It is well-established that an independent claim offers the broadest scope among the 

claims in the same claim set. That is, the scope of dependent claim 5 is narrower than 

that of independent claim 1. Thus, the incorporation of claim 5 in its entirety into claim 1 

effectively reduces the scope of protection. Specifying “the entire drum” further reduces 

the scope of protection. More particularly, before the change, not all of the drum is 

required to be in a sealed type of construction. After the change, all of the drum is required 

to be in a sealed type of construction. In summary, the inclusion of feature e. into claim 1 

does not extend the scope of protection. 

 



10. The changes to claim 4 is editorial in nature as discussed above. The deletion of the term 

“preferably” has the effect of limiting the scope of the respective claims to the narrower 

definition. The deletion of claims 16 and 18 further reduces the scope of protection. In 

particular, the deletion of claim 18 removes the aspect of operating the separator from 

the scope of protection. 

 

11. In summary, it is submitted that the proposed amendments do not result in the 

specification disclosing any additional matter or extending the protection conferred by the 

patent. The proposed amendments therefore comply with the requirements of Section 

84(3)(a) and (b). 

 

Section 25(5)(b)  

 

12. As an initial note, the Patent was granted under the positive-grant system based on a 

substantive examination report, which has fully considered the requirements of Section 

25(5)(b), including terms such as “preferably”. See Chapter 5, Part H of the Examination 

Guidelines for Patent Applications at IPOS, April 2015 version. 

 

13. The proposed amendments mainly involve the incorporation of the fully examined claim 

5 into claim 1 and the deletion of some of the claims. It follows that these changes 

continue to meet the requirements of Section 25(5)(b) as noted above. With regards to 

specifying that the entire drum is designed in a sealed type of construction, it is submitted 

that this change helps to clarify the feature, as the drum includes multiple parts. For 

completeness, it is further noted that the deletion of claim 16 helps to remove a redundant 

claim because its features are already recited in claim 1, while the deletion of the term 

“preferably” has no negative effect on the clarity of the claim. In other words, the claims 

as amended are clear and concise. 

 

Section 25(5)(c) 

 

14. The proposed amendments are fully supported by the description, as discussed in detail 

in paragraphs 5 and 6 above. 

 

15. In summary, it is submitted that the claims as amended are clear and concise and are 

supported by the description. Thus, the proposed amendments comply with the 

requirements of Section 25(5)(b) and (c). 

 



C. COMPLIANCE WITH DISCRETIONARY CRITERIA FOR POST-GRANT 

AMENDMENT 

 

16. In Ship’s Equipment, the court followed the approach adopted earlier in Trek Technology 

(Singapore) Pte Ltd v FE Global Electronics Pte Ltd and others and other suits (No 2) 

[2005] SGHC 90 and set out additional assessment criteria in the exercise of its discretion 

whether to allow a post-grant amendment. The assessment criteria were also applied 

subsequently in Warner-Lambert Company LLC v Novartis (Singapore) Pte Ltd [2016] 

SGHC 106 (hereinafter “Warner-Lambert”) and Singapore Shipping Association and 

Association of Singapore Marine Industries v Hitachi, Ltd. and Mitsubishi Shipbuilding 

Co., Ltd. [2019] SGIPOS 5 (hereinafter “Singapore Shipping Association”), and 

formalised in Circular No. 1/2016 from the Registry of Patents. They include: 

  i. whether relevant matters are sufficiently disclosed; 

  ii. whether there was any unreasonable delay in seeking amendments; and 

 iii. whether the patentee has gained an unfair advantage obtained by delaying 

amendments which are known to be needed. 

The present proposed amendments fully comply with these discretionary criteria, as 

discussed in detail below. 

 

Relevant Matters 

 

17. The Patent is the Singapore national phase of international application number 

PCT/EP2012/070182. The Patent was granted under the positive-grant system following 

a local substantive examination based on the International Search Report established by 

the International Searching Authority, the European Patent Office, in respect of the 

international application. The application from which the Patent matures was amended 

twice, on 6 April 2015 before the request for substantive examination was filed and on 15 

April 2016 in response to a written opinion issued for the request for substantive 

examination. A fully positive Examination Report and Notice of Eligibility was issued on 

29 July 2016. Subsequently, the grant fee was paid and the patent was granted on 13 

September 2016.  

 

18. The full file history is available for public inspection upon a specific request to the 

Registrar. In addition, the “Patents Open Dossier” system provided by the Registrar 

makes prosecution documents relating to the Patent publicly available at no cost. The 

Proprietor therefore submits that it would be unnecessary to provide a detailed 



prosecution history of the Patent here, but is willing to provide any documents, except 

those which are considered privileged, if so required. 

 

19. International application number PCT/EP2012/070182 claims priority of German patent 

application no. DE 10 2012 105499.1 filed on 25 June 2012. In addition to Singapore, 

national/regional phase entries were made in Brazil, Canada, China, Europe, India, 

Japan, Republic of Korea and the United States of America. The European patent that 

matured from the European regional phase application was validated in a number of 

countries, including Germany, Switzerland and Lichtenstein, Denmark, Great Britain, and 

Sweden. For reference, the Proprietor provides a table summarizing the related cases in 

the same family as the Patent in Annexure A. 

 

20. While different terms are used by the respective patent offices for an official 

communication containing objection or requiring response, they are generically referred 

to as “office action” in Annexure A. The Proprietor submits that the detailed office actions, 

prior art listings, amendments and other official communications, etc. are publicly 

available through the respective open dossier systems of the different jurisdictions, as 

also noted by the Registrar in Singapore Shipping Association at [32]. Accordingly, such 

documents can be easily retrievable and are not provided here. Again, the Proprietor is 

willing to provide copies of any non-privileged documents from the related cases, 

including a list of all prior art cited in the office actions issued by various patent offices, if 

so required. 

 

21. The priority German application and the corresponding patent applications in Canada, 

Japan, Republic of Korea and the United States of America were abandoned by non-

action, and the corresponding Indian application is still pending. Thus, no conclusion 

should be drawn about the relevance of the prior art raised or amendments made, if any, 

in those applications. In this regard, the Registrar’s comment that “it would, in general, be 

unreasonable for the Applicants to amend a granted patent in view of pre-grant 

examination proceedings elsewhere, unless those proceedings had resulted in an 

allowable claim set” in Singapore Shipping Association at [46] is instructive. 

 

22. The corresponding application in China was granted on 12 April 2017 following two 

rounds of office action and response. In the First Office Action, the Chinese Examiner 

raised novelty and inventive step objections against the application based on US 

2011/319248 A1 (reference D1 in the International Search Report) even though the 

accompanying search report includes several other documents. In the Second Office 



Action, the Chinese Examiner raised inventive step objections against the application 

based on US 2011/319248 A1 (D1, above) and US 6162163 (reference D4 in the 

International Search Report). Both D1 and D4 had been fully considered during 

substantive examination in Singapore, where D1 had been successfully addressed by 

the amendments and response of 15 April 2016 while D4 had been deemed to belong to 

general state of the art, that is, not relevant. Accordingly, there were no newly-cited prior 

art documents that would have warranted an amendment of the claims of the Patent by 

the Proprietor following the patent grant in China on 12 April 2017. 

 

23. The corresponding European application was also amended twice during the European 

regional phase, as summarized in Annexure A. The first amendment was made on 2 

September 2015 before examination. A First Office Action issued by the European Patent 

Office cited WO 2012/013654 A2 (D7) and DE 2701624 A1 (D8) in addition to references 

D1-D6 from the International Search Report, and inventive step objections were raised 

against claim 1 based on a combination of D1 and D7/ or D1 and D8. The second 

amendment made on 18 February 2019 was in response to the First Office Action and 

overcame the asserted combination of D1 and D7/ or D1 and D8. The corresponding 

European application subsequently proceeded to grant on 21 August 2019. Under 

European patent practice, a period of 9 months is available for any party to oppose the 

grant of a European patent. In the case of the corresponding European application, that 

period would have expired on 21 May 2020. On 19 May 2020, Alfa Laval Corporate AB 

filed a notice of opposition against the grant of the European patent. 

 

24. In the corresponding Brazil application, the First Office Action that issued includes a 

search report citing the same references D1-D6 of the International Search Report 

together with general comments that the application did not meet the relevant 

requirements. In response, the claims were amended to substantially conform to the 

claims of the corresponding European patent as granted. The corresponding Brazil 

application matured to grant on 1 September 2020. Under Brazilian patent practice, a 

period of 6 months is available for any person having a legitimate interest to oppose the 

patent grant (also known as administrative nullity proceedings). At this time, that period 

still has not expired. 

 

25. On 28 August 2020, an application for revocation of the Patent was lodged by Alfa Laval 

Corporate AB (hereinafter “the revocation applicant”). As noted above and in Annexure 

A, the same revocation applicant had filed a notice of opposition on 19 May 2020 against 

the European patent that matured from the corresponding European regional phase 



application. The grounds for revocation of the Patent advanced by the revocation 

applicant are substantially the same as the submissions made in the European notice of 

opposition, i.e. (a) the invention does not involve an inventive step, and (b) the 

specification does not disclose the invention clearly and completely for it to be performed 

by a person skilled in the art. Documents D1-D19 relied upon by the revocation applicant 

in the application for revocation of the Patent are also the same as documents D1-D19 

in the European opposition. A copy of the European notice of opposition is provided as 

Annexure B. Full documents relating to the opposition procedure are publicly available 

from the European Patent Office’s database. 

 

26. By the present request, the Proprietor seeks to amend the claims of the Patent to bring 

them substantially into alignment with the claims of the corresponding European patent 

to the extent possible. A comparison of the claims of the Patent as proposed to be 

amended and the claims of the corresponding European patent currently on file is 

provided in Annexure C.  

 

No Undue Delay 

 

27. It is worth reiterating a major distinction between the Patent and the patents at issue in 

Ship’s Equipment, Warner-Lambert and Singapore Shipping Association, that is, the 

Patent was substantively examined locally and granted under the positive-grant system 

which had been adopted in Singapore from 14 February 2014. In the present case, there 

was independent substantive examination carried out in Singapore. In contrast, the 

patents at issue in Ship’s Equipment, Warner-Lambert and Singapore Shipping 

Association were granted under various forms of the old self-assessment system where 

it was common to request grant in Singapore directly based on the examination result 

from a qualified foreign patent office. For example, in Singapore Shipping Association, 

reliance on a Japanese patent was made for a direct allowance in Singapore.  

 

28. The Patent was granted on 13 September 2016, which is the earliest in its patent family. 

Following each conclusion of substantive prosecution of a corresponding case, the status 

of the claims of the Patent vis-à-vis the prior art references asserted in that corresponding 

case was reviewed. The corresponding Chinese, European and Brazilian patents were 

granted on 12 April 2017, 21 August 2019 and 1 September 2020 respectively. The 

substantive prosecution of the Brazilian case has not concluded at this time, since the 

opposition period has not expired. As submitted above, the objections in the Chinese 

office actions were based on prior art references already cited in the International Search 



Report and fully considered during examination in Singapore. Thus, the Proprietor, based 

on the review of the relevant information available at the time, was of the view that an 

amendment of the claims of the Patent was not warranted. Only the corresponding 

European case encountered objections based on newly-cited references, specifically D7 

and D8 as noted above. However, both D7 and D8 were not cited for novelty assessment 

nor were they primary references, but only cited as secondary references for inventive 

step assessment. The amendments made in response to the First Office Action of the 

European case were intended to advance prosecution by providing further distinction 

over the prior art to overcome the inventive step objections, and not because D7 and D8 

presented novelty concerns. In other words, D7 and D8 are not “relevant prior art” in the 

sense of anticipating the claims of the European case. 

 

29. As the substantive prosecution of a European application can only be considered finally 

concluded after the end of the opposition period (if the patent is not opposed) or after the 

end of any opposition proceedings (if the patent is opposed), the corresponding European 

application could only be conclusively allowed after 21 May 2020 at the earliest provided 

it was unopposed. The Proprietor would have then carried out a review of the European 

prosecution matters to ascertain whether any amendments may be required to the 

Patent. However, in the present case, a notice of opposition had been filed against the 

European grant by the revocation applicant before the end of the opposition period. As 

such, the prosecution of the European application has not concluded. A chronology of 

relevant events is provided below: 

  

Date Event 

21 August 2019 Publication of grant of European patent 

19 May 2020 Notice of opposition against the grant of the European patent filed 

21 May 2020 Expiration of the opposition period in Europe 

28 August 2020 Application for revocation of the Patent lodged in Singapore 

 

30. There is no undue delay in the period from 19 May 2020 to 28 August 2020. It was held 

in Novartis AG and another v Ranbaxy (Malaysia) Sdn Bhd [2013] 2 SLR 117 and 

followed in Singapore Shipping Association at [54] that “there was no undue delay on the 

part of the plaintiff in not amending the Singapore patent in light of prior art, given that 

they were awaiting the outcome of opposition proceedings before the EPO”. Between 19 

May 2020 and 28 August 2020, the Proprietor was facing a similar situation as that quoted 

above. As mentioned, the Proprietor had been awaiting the outcome of the on-going 



European opposition proceedings prior to considering whether any amendments may be
required to the Patent. In view of the application for revocation of the Patent being lodged 
just over 3 months after the notice of opposition was filed against the European patent,
the Proprietor is now compelled to proceed with the present amendments in these
proceedings notwithstanding that the European opposition proceedings have not
concluded. In other words, the Proprietor has acted reasonably and promptly under the 
circumstances.

No Unfair Advantage

31. In contrast to the conduct of the patentees in Ship’s Equipment, Warner-Lambert and
Singapore Shipping Association, the Proprietor has not threatened any parties with
infringement proceedings based on the Patent in its un-amended form, nor has the
Proprietor attempted to extract a commercial advantage in negotiations with other parties 
based on the Patent in its un-amended form.

Conclusion

32. Having complied with all the relevant requirements, the Proprietor respectfully requests
that the present proposed amendment of the patent specification be allowed.

Dated this 28th day of January, 2021

Patent Attorneys for the Proprietor
SPRUSON & FERGUSON (ASIA) PTE LTD



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ANNEXURE 

A 



ANNEXURE A 

 

Jurisdiction Application number Status Main prosecution events 

Germany DE 10 2012 105499.1 Abandoned 26 June 2019: Application abandoned by non-action 

Brazil BR112014032177 Granted 5 November 2019: First Office Action issued 

31 January 2020: Response lodged, including amendment of claims 

9 June 2020: Examination Report and Notification of Grant issued 

1 September 2020: Patent granted 

Canada CA 2875627 Abandoned 20 September 2018: First Office Action issued 

15 March 2019: Response lodged, including amendment of claims 

7 June 2019: Second Office Action issued 

9 December 2019: Application abandoned by non-action 

China 201280074251.3 Granted 7 January 2016: First Office Action issued 

19 May 2016: Response lodged, including amendment of claims 

8 July 2016: Second Office Action issued 

23 November 2016: Response lodged, including amendment of claims 

23 February 2017: Notification of Grant issued 

12 April 2017: Patent granted 

European Patent Office 12780135.5 Granted / 

Under 

Opposition 

2 September 2015: Voluntary amendment filed 

8 August 2018: First Office Action issued 

18 February 2019: Response lodged, including amendment of claims 

2 April 2019: Notice of Intention to Grant issued 

25 July 2019: Decision to Grant issued 

21 August 2019: Publication of grant 



19 May 2020: Notice of opposition filed by Alfa Laval Corporate AB 

Japan 2015-518871 Abandoned 1 September 2015: Voluntary amendment of description filed 

20 December 2016: First Office Action issued 

25 Jul 2017: Application abandoned by non-action 

Republic of Korea 10-2015-7000871 Abandoned 10 July 2017: Voluntary amendment filed 

24 October 2018: First Office Action issued 

8 January 2019: Application abandoned by non-action 

United States of 

America 

14/411,335 Abandoned 15 July 2016: First Office Action issued 

12 January 2017: Response lodged, including amendment of claims 

3 July 2017: Second Office Action issued 

22 January 2018: Application abandoned by non-action 

India 3066/KOLNP/2014 Pending 7 March 2019: First Office Action issued 

30 August 2019: Response lodged, including amendment of claims  

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ANNEXURE 

B 













































 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ANNEXURE 

C 



ANNEXURE C 

 

Claim in the Patent 
(SG11201408585Y) as 
proposed to be amended 

Claim in the European 
patent (EP284053B1) 
as granted 

Remark 

1 1 Substantially the same, except 
that claim 1 of the Patent 
additionally recites “entire” in 
respect of the construction of 
the drum in feature e. 

2 2 Substantially the same 
3 4 Substantially the same; claim 4 

of the European patent includes 
all of the features of its claim 3 

4 5 Substantially the same 

5 6 Substantially the same 
6 7 Claim 6 of the Patent recites 

that the housing consists of 
plastic, while claim 7 of the 
European patent does not 

7 8 Substantially the same, except 
that claim 7 of the Patent 
depends on claim 4 only to 
provide antecedent for “the 
motor” 

8 9 Substantially the same 
9 10 Substantially the same, except 

that claim 9 of the Patent 
depends on claim 6 only to 
provide antecedent for “the 
housing” 

10 11 Substantially the same, except 
that claim 10 of the Patent 
depends on claim 4 only to 
provide antecedent for “the 
motor” 

11 12 Substantially the same, except 
that claim 11 of the Patent 
depends on claim 4 only to 
provide antecedent for “the 
motor” 

12 13 Substantially the same 
13 14 Substantially the same 
14 15 Substantially the same 
15 16 Substantially the same 
16 - Claim 16 of the Patent is not 

present in the European patent 
- 17 Claim 17 of the European 

patent is not present in the 
Patent 
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