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Patent application GB2219713.1 was filed on 23 December 2022 by Mr Sushil
Karsan Bhudia of Euro Hi-tech Photographic Services Ltd. Mr Bhudia is an
unrepresented applicant. The application is very similar to Mr Bhudia’s previous
application, GB2114068.6, which was published as GB2596026 on 15 December
2021, i.e. before the filing date of the present application. As will become apparent,
the disclosure in this earlier application has proved fatal to Mr Bhudia’s present
application.

Objections to novelty and clarity of claims were raised by the examiner in the course
of accelerated examination of the application. Mr Bhudia requested a hearing prior to
refusal of the application and appeared before me on 28 September 2023.

At the hearing, Mr Bhudia set out his understanding of the invention described in the
application. | explained to Mr Bhudia that | could not find such an invention to be
clearly set out in the application, and Mr Bhudia ultimately acknowledged this to be
the case. | will not record what Mr Bhudia considered to be the invention described in
the application in case it prejudices his options for future applications.

The claims of the present application replicate the wording of the advantages of the
invention set out in the earlier application. For example, claim 1 of the present
application states “There is No Desk Top PC effectively, you use the operating
system from the mobile and duplicate the LCD image from there on the TFT monitor
Screen”, while the first of the advantages listed on page 4 of the earlier application
says exactly the same (“There is No Desk Top PC effectively, you use the operating
system from the mobile and duplicate the LCD image from there on the TFT monitor
Screen”). Claims 2-23 are copied from advantages 3-8 and 12-26 respectively. There
is no equivalent to claims 24 and 25 in the earlier application, where claim 24 simply
sets out an advantage that the invention will transform teleworking and claim 25
claims that the invention does not have an on/off switch. Mr Bhudia acknowledged
that he had copied and pasted text from the earlier application in order to save time.
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To the extent that the invention can be understood from the wording of the claims as
interpreted by the description and drawings, there can be no question that the
invention lacks novelty with respect to the earlier application. There appears to be
nothing disclosed in the two paragraphs of description to assist the applicant avoid
anticipation by his earlier application.

The examiner’s objection to clarity of claims is also well founded, in that the claims
recite advantages of the invention as opposed to the precise technical matter for
which the applicant seeks protection.

| have found that the invention as it is currently claimed is neither clear nor inventive.
| therefore refuse the application under section 18(3).

Appeal

Any appeal must be lodged within 28 days after the date of this decision.

Huw Jones
Deputy Director, acting for the Comptroller
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