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Reference of clai~s to more th~~ one other claim in accord?~ce
with REt. Article 66, No.3, pa:;:agraph4(a) .of the l)roposa~~
for Preliminary Draft Implementing Regulations.

As gener~l rapporteur, I was' given the task, at the
last meeting of the sub-Committee, of clarifying Re. Article
66, No.3, paragraph 4(a) by means of an example. This
provision.is to be discussed again at the next meeting of
the' sub-Committee.

Sinye the proposed provision is closely based on Rule
6.~ of the Regulations under the FCT, I discussed the example
and my interpretation of these provisions with representatives
of BIRP1 ana found that we were in complete agreement on'the
matter.

The proposed text.appears correct and anambiguous to
both the representatives of B1RP1 aLd myself. Ascompared
with current practice in many patent offices, for example in
the British and German patent offices, theinform8::6ion of the
proposed provisions will place restrictions on the present
freedom which the applicant has, in principle, to refer back
to as many previous claims as he w~shes,

In my opinion, claims will gain in clarity as a.result
cf this restriction placed on their wording. This is
particularly desirable since the European patGnt application
will as a rule be published in its original forp after 18
months; this first publication is the most important,one for.
the public and it ought, therefore, to be made as clear as
possible.
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T~=re follows an example ofpe~issible and prohibited
::-eferencesback to previous claims in accordance with Re •
•~tic19:66, No.3, paragraph 4(a) •. The ex~plecontains only
one independent claim, with the dependent claims thereto
(Re. Article 66~ No. 3, paragraph 3) and no .further i!?-depsn-
dent claims.

Ex~nle of .reference to more th~~ one nrevious claim,

1. Electric hair-cu~ting machine, characterised by:.:
,.

2. Electric hair-cutting machine as claimed in claim 1.,-
characterised by .•.
Note: This claim complies with Re. Article 66~ No.3,

paragraph 4(a) and is therefore admissible.

.1

3. ......
Note:

as claimed in claim 2, characterised by •••
This claim comp~s with Re. Article 66, No. '3,
paragraph 4(a) and is therefore admissible.

4 .•.•.•• as claimed in claim 1 or 2 /1, 2 or 27, char~c-
terised by •••
Note: This wording is admissible, as is that in square

brackets. This is a caseo! alternative reference
for which proVision is made in Re. Article 66, No.
3~ paragraph 4(a), second sentence. .

5. ••.••• as claimed in claims 1.and 2, characterised by
Note: This wording is not admissible •. The reference

here.is cumulativ~ not alteruative.

...

6 ••.••.• as claimed in claim 4, characterised.by •••
Mot~: This wording is admissible. Although the

reference to claim 4 is to a claim which refers
to more than one previous ~laim in th~ fo~ of an
alternative, claim 6 itsel:fis nevercLeless not a
mul tiple--dependeI;ltclaim "aithin the meaning of theproposed provision.-
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Note:-
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as claimed in claim 6, characterised by •••
This wording is .admissible. See Note to claim 6.

8. . .
Note.:"

as claimed in claim 1 or 4, characterised by •••
This wording, is not admissible. 'Re. Article 66,
No. 3j paragraph 4(a), last sentence, expressly
excludes the reference of multiple. dependent claims
to other multiple dependent claims.
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