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Argument. . . . For each ground of rejection applying to two or more claims, the

claims may be argued separately or as a group. When multiple claims subject to the
same ground of rejection are argued as a group by appellant, the Board may select a
single claim from the group of claims that are argued together to decide the appeal
with respect to the group of claims as to the ground of rejection on the basis of the
selected claim alone.

Notwithstanding any other provision of this paragraph, the failure of appellant to

separately argue claims which appellant has grouped together shall constitute a

waiver of any argument that the Board must consider the patentability of any

grouped claim separately. Any claim argued separately should be placed under a

subheading identifying the claim by number. Claims arqgued as a group should be

placed under a subheading identifying the claims by number. A statement which

merely points out what a claim recites will not be considered an argument for

separate patentability of the claim.

6 /n re Beaver, 893 F.2d 329, 330 (Fed. Cir. 1989)
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737 C.F.R. §1.192(c)(5) (1989) :
For each ground of rejection . . ., it will be presumed that the rejected claims stand

or fall to-gether unless a statement is included that the rejected claims do not stand
or fall together, and . . . the appellant presents reasons as to why appellant
considers the rejected claims to be separately patentable.

837 C.F.R. §1.192(c)(7) (1998) :
For each ground of rejection which appellant con-tests and which applies to a group
of two or more claims, the Board shall select a single claim from the group and shall
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decide the appeal as to the ground of rejection on the basis of that claim alone
unless a statement is included that the claims of the group do not stand or fall
together and, in the argument under paragraph (c)(8) of this section, appellant
explains why the claims of the group are believed to be separately patentable.
Merely pointing out differences in what the claims cover is not an argument as to
why the claims are separately patentable.
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