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Dear Men∩ bers ofthe Eniarged Board ofAppeal,

Amicus Curiae Brief― G電/2S

Canon inc.subrnits this written statement,in accordance with Article 10(1)Ofthe Rules of
Procedure ofthe Eniarged Board ofAppeal,as om'cus cu「 ge forthe assistance ofthe

Eniarged Board in considering referral G 1/25“ Hydroponics".

Introduction and Context

The referralin C 1/25 bytheTechnical Board ofAppealin caseT0697/22 concerns
adaptation ofthe description to the claims underthe European Patent Convention(EPC).
This referrat has wider relevance to other stakeholders,such as patent applicants and the
general publicf as the decision、 /viH ctearly impactissues such as clairn scope and

interpretation,legal certainty for third parties,and proceduraleconomy.As a阿 ¬司Or user

ofthe patent systerYl giOba‖ y,vvith a portfolio of over 80,000 patents woridvvidei Canon

hasdecadesofexperienceoffilingfprosecutinganddefendingpatentsinalargenurnber
of patent offices,including a‖ the IP5 offices. Canon has a long history of enforcing its

patentsin rnany countries and therefore has deep knowiedge of how courtsinterpret
patents and dealvvith issues ofinfringement and validity, Canon hopes to play its partin

shaping the giobal patent systern by contributing to debates on importanttopics and is
pleased to provide the corYlrYlentS and observations set out betow to assist the Enlarged

Board of Appealin reaching its decision.

The Questions

To briefly recap,the foHowing questions have been referred to the Entarged Board of
Appealin G 1/25:
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CORl,輛ents and ObseⅣ ations

1. Lack ofa Clear Leqal Basisin the EPC

in T 0697/22theTechnicalBoardofAppealidentifiescaselawreferringtoseveralEPC
provisions as a‖ egedly providing the legal basis for requiring description amendments to
alignヽ′vith an accepted clairYl Set. Aヽ/e、 A/‖ l address each ofthese underthe relevant
headings beiow.

Arを

'cre 34[PC―
Cror′ ty OnJ Suρ port

Art.84 EPC is entitled“CiairYlS″ ,and reads!in fu‖ ′“The clairY¬S Sha‖ define the rnatter for

、/vhich protection is sought,They shaH be clearand concise and be supported by the
description". ItshouldthereforebectearthatthisprovisionoftheEPCrefersto
requirements of the clairns,and not a specific requirement ofthe description.

To the extent that the description is rnentioned at a‖ in Art.84 EPC,it is vvith respect to

the“support"requirement ofthe clairns, In this regard,it should be ctear and self― evident

thatit is sufficient to use the description as■ led forthe purpose of assessing vvhetherthe

clairns are supported by the description,This is the only possible logical reading ofArt.84

EPC,as support cannot be newly“ generated"in the description through amendment,
、/vithout violating Art。 123(2)EPC.

Supportin the description under Art,84 is sirn‖ arto the assessment ofthe、 ハ/ritten

description requirement under US patentiaw.The enquiryis about whetherthe
applicant vvas in possession ofthe invention at the filing date,The description as f‖ ed is

evidence ofwhatthe applicant possessed,or contemplated,atthe f‖ ing date,ArY]ending

the description as the clairns are amended adds nothing to this enquiry.

The ordinary rneaning of“ supported by"is not“ match"or“ consistent v胡 th".

As a final observation on the support requirement,Art,84 EPC does not state thatthe
description rnay support nothing more than the final clairns. In this regard,there is no

contravention of Art.84 EPC ifthe description supports rnore than、 A/hat is ultirnately

ciairned,or accepted for grant,in the final version ofthe application documents,

With regard to the clarity requirement,we atso subrnit that a lack of ctarity is not caused

by rnost so― ca‖ ed“ inconsistencies"bet、ハ/een the originaHy filed description and the final

set of ctairns accepted for grant.

Patent practitioners and the notionalsk‖ led addressee of a granted patent specification

understand the patent fi‖ ng process:at the stage of patent drafting,the ciosest prior art

cannot be known 4rith 100%confidencefand so a feature which is rnentioned in the
original description as being“optional"or“ preferable"rnay uitirY¬ ately end up as a non―
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optionalf or essentialffeature ofthe invention in the granted ctairns(e.g in Orderto
provide novelty/inventive step over a ne、/vly discovered piece of prior art).Art.84 EPC is

unequivocali“ The clairns sha‖ define the rYlatter for、 /vhich protection is sought".

Therefore,if a feature is in ciairn l,it is essential. No lack of clarity arises. Sirnilarly,a

granted ctairn doesn't become unclear because something iabe‖ ed correctly in the

description as originaHy filed as an en∩ bodirnent of a broad original clairn is not covered

by the narro、 ハ/er granted ctairn. In both these situations there is no inconsistency when it

is understood that the description is a historical snapshot of、 /vhatthe applicant had on

the fi‖ ng date.

We note that this practice is foHowed in many otherjurisdictions,and even EPC men∩ ber

states at the respective national patent ottice,、 ハ/ithout issue(see“International Aspects"

belovv).

Should there be an inconsistency between the description and the ciairY¬ S that genuinely

does renderthe scope ofthe ciairn unclear,as vvas the case in T0459/22,the Eniarged
Board has already explained(G1/24freasons.18)that“ 「「lhe COrrect response to any
unclarity in a clairn is amendment".

ハrを

'cre 69 fPC onJを
′,G PrOtOcor or〕 ′nterpretOt'On

Article 69 EPC is entitied“ Extent of protection"and recites“ The extent ofthe protection

conferred by a European patent or a European patent application sha‖ be deternnined by

the clairYlSo Nevertheless,the description and dravvings sha‖ be used to interpret the

CiairYlS".

Neither Art.69 northe protocol on its interpretation appearto set out any specific

requirements that the description rnust satisれ たArt,69 only states that the description一
Λヽ/hateverits contents― sha‖ be used to interpret the ciairns,

We subrnit that,put sirnply,Art.69 and its accompanying protocolrequire that the ctairns
be interpreted in the context ofthe description and dravvings. In this regard,the

origina‖ yf‖ ed description(and dra、 A/ings)is the appropriate version on which to base the

interpretation,as this refiects exactly the context provided by the applicant on the f‖ ing

date― nothing rnore and nothing iess, Whoever has to interpret the clairns after grant
deserves to see the original contextin unadulterated form. As the Board stated in
T0056た 21,Reasons,102:‖ Adapting the content ofthe description to rnatch the suttect―
matterofaHowablectairnsreducesthereservoiroftechnicalinforrnationthatcouldbe
used in national courts in the Contracting States to deterrnine the protection conferred

by the granted patent".

instead of deleting fron∩ the description content not covered by amended clairnsitis
perttnitted to preserve such“ excess content"provided itis rnarked as such. However.
marking rnay also carry the implication(and Opponents are likely to argue)that eyery
detait ofthe rnarked excess content(e,g.every deta‖ of a certain en∩ bodirnent)iS excess

content(or COntentthatis abandoned,disctairned or dedicated to the public)whenin
practice it would be evident to a skilied readerthat some details are applicable to

en∩ bodirnents ofthe invention as fina‖ y ctairYled.Therefore,even marking of excess

content in the description is sti‖ unsatisfactory in view ofArt.69 and its accon∩ panying

Protocoi because the context provided by the description as rnarked is changed
compared to the original content. In general,sirnHarly to deletionfthe ettect of marking
Aヽ/ili be to narro、 ハ/the interpretation,which is to the detriment of applicants,

Indeed,not only do deletion and rnarking ofsuttect― rnatterfrom the description remove
or chanqe context,but they can also be seen as a rYliSguided attemptto create an
artificialirnpression that the specification as a、 ハ/hole、ハ/as atways directed at obtaining

protection solely for the,usua‖y narrowed′ forrn of ciairrn accepted for grant at the end of
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prosecution, Ifthedescriptionistreatedasahistoricalsnapshotofvvhattheapplicant
had on the filing dateithere is no need for such contrivances.

Pとィre巧ヮEPc

Rule 42 EPC is entitled“ Content ofthe description".Therefore,in contradistinction to the
EPC provisions discussed above,we have fina‖ y arrived at a provision that atieast sets out

explicitty requirements ofthe description.

Howeveri no part of Rule 42 EPC specifies that the description「 Y¬ uSt be amended in any

way. Instead,the Rule rnerely sets out the requirements that the description must fuifil′

in orderto forrn part of an aHo、 A/able patent application. lf a description fulfils these

requirements軸 ′then itfoHows that no amendmentis necessary.

itis hard to see hovv a description that complies v胡 th Rule 42 on its filing date could

become non―con∩ pliant as a result of amendments to the ctairns rnade afterthe f‖ ing
date. Incidenta‖ y,it is true that the current practice of rnost ExaΠ nining Divisions is to

insist on amending the description to indicate prior artidentified post― filing as part ofthe

search and exarYlination of an application and beyond、 ハ/hat the applicant rnay have

indicated in the description as filed. Rule 42(1)(b)iS usua‖ y cited by Exa「 nining Divisions

as the legal basis for requiring this post―filing description amendment but the idea that
Rule 42(1)(b)requiresthe description to become a living document and be amended as
new prior artis identified does not stand up to ciose scrutiny. Rather,from the、 ハ/ording of

theruleitseifftheintentionofthelegislatorseemstohavebeenfortheapplicantto
disciose vvhat he knevv ofthe background art at the tirne offiling and before the search

reportis dravvn u p. In general,adaptation ofthe description under Rule 42(¬ Xb)iS dOne
only once substantive exarYnination is complete and agreement has been reached on
aHovvable ciaims. Thus,the current practice has doubtfullegal basisin the EPC and
should not be extrapolated to otherlimbs of Rule 42, It is noted,in passing,that the prior

art documentsidentified in the Search Report are nowadays associated with the
respective application on the European patent Register underthe“ Citations tab".This

indication ofthe background artis open to public inspectionf and is a rYlOre Convenient

way forinterested parties to identinr prior art relevant to an application than a paragraph

in the description mentioning such documents.

ρυre 48r7,rC'EPc

Rule 48 EPC is entitied“Prohibited rnatterW and relates to suttect rYlatter that the

European patent application sha‖ not contain.

Rule 48(1)(c)recites“ The European patent appHcation sha‖ not containi[...I any Statement
or other rnatter obviously irrelevant or unnecessary underthe circumstances", We believe
thatisciearthattheissueoftheinctusionofirrelevantorunnecessarystatementscanbe
overcome by amendrnentto delete said statements.

However,as discussed abovefthe term“ irrelevant or unnecessary staten∩ ents"cannot
extend to en∩ bodirYlentS that initia‖ y fe‖ vvithin a broad clairn ofthe invention butlater

happen to faH outside ofthe scope of a narrowed ctairn l.These non― ciairned

en∩ bodirYlentS nevertheless provide context in which the finaHy― clairned invention can be

understood,and are therefore,by definitionf relevant.

We subrnitthatit was neverintended forthis Rule to compelthe deletion of non― claimed
en∩ bodirnents.Thiscan beseen bythe placementofthesubsection(c)neXt tO the
neighbouring subsections(a)and(b). SubSection(a)requires that the application not
contain statements contrary to rYlOrality,and subsection(b)requires that the application
not contain statements disparaging the products or processes ofthird parties.

4



Subsection(c)rY¬ erely provides a catch― a‖ provision to prevent the patent systern being

abused by applicants seeking to obtain publication for suttect― rnatter which is essentia‖ y

not related to a patent application(e,g.publishing fictionai noveHas as patent

applications). HOWever,thisis not retevant to the issue of amendments to align the
description vvith the granted ctairns,andヽ /ve subrnit that this rule、 ハ/asintended to serve

an entirely different purpose. Indeed,we should keep in rnind that patent applications
serve the purpose of disserninating technicalinforrYnatiOn. Leaving an applicant who in
good faith discioses a rich set oftechnicatfeatures as part of a broad inventive concept

exposed to non― con∩ pliance、/vith Rule 48(1)(c)rnerety because not aH ofthosetechnical

featuresarecoveredbythefinalclairnsgoesagainstthespiritofthepatentsystem.

2.

We SubrYlit that the practice of aligning the description with the clairns accepted for grant

serves no useful purpose.

Courts decide on infringement and validityf and in many jurisdictions carry out these
processes v萌 thout an adapted description. For example,US and]apanese courts conduct
this、Ⅳork withoutissue.

Patent judges are experts in patent iawi and they readily understand that terrns in the
description as filed(e.g.embodirnent,invention,background art,optional,etc.)rYlay nOt
match the invention uitirnately defined the granted clairns.

Indeed,so― ca‖ ed inconsistencies bet、A/een the description and the ctairns appear to pose
no problerYn tO the courts.  For examplef the unified Patent Court in Agfa v. Gucci

(UPC_CFI_273/2023)set Out its principles ofinterpretation of patent ctairns in pages 17-26
of that decision. Referring to Art,69 EPC and its Protoco1 0n interpretation,they came to
the conclusion lhat“ Specifications in the description that are not consistent with the
granted clairYnS Cannot serve as a basis of a broad interpretation of a ciairn‖ (HeadnOte:5).

We also subrγ lit thatthe v胡 der public have no interestin an adapted description,The public
typica‖y use a patent specification prirnarily as a source of technicalinformation. In this

regard,an adapted description can neveradd to the technicalinformation presented in the
description as f‖ ed.

Rather,the stakeholders most interested in a requirement to adapt the description are
opponents and their representatives who hope to gain advantage from description
amendment rnistakes and/orirnpOSe burdens on applicants

:5。  introduces Risk for Patent Owners

Itis we‖ ―understood that the assessment at the European Patent Office(EPO)of added
SutteCt― rYlatteris one of the rnost stringent of any patent oTice gioba‖ y.The EPO applies

its so― caHed“ Gold Standard"test for added suttect― rYlatter,in orderto rnaintain a high ievel

of quality in granted patents.

However,due to this stringent assessn∩ ent,any arnendrnent carries an associated risk of

contravening Art。 12:5.

Arnendments to the description are no different fronη  amendments to the ciairnsin terrns
of their potentialto introduce new matter. Any change in the content ofthe description
may resuitin new matter.A description amendment rYlay also attect the interpretation of
the clairns,with some amendments potentiaHy extending the scope of protection beyond
the content of the application as filedo Of specific concern would be the deletion of a
potentia‖ y lirYliting definition,
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It is therefore in the interests of applicants to restrict both the number and extent of
amendments only to those strictiy necessary to achieve grant, The same is true in post‥
grant opposition proceedings and appeals therefrom.

Forcing applicants into rnaking extensive description arnendments to remove a‖ possible

inconsistencies bet、 /veen the description and amended clairYlS inCreases the risk of added
matter problems and creates vveaknesses for rnotivated attackers to exploit. Art.123 is in
place to prevent applicants frorYl unfairly irnproving their positions afterthe f‖ ing date.But
irnposing description amendment obligations on applicants has a different effect. It
creates the risk for applicants of underrnining or damaging their positions by description

arnendrnents contravening Art,12:5. Patent systems must al、 A/ays balance the legitirYlate
interests of users but extensive description amendment obligations fa‖ to strike the right
balance.

For example, in European patent application EP13003671.8, an amendment to the
description which attempted to give a particular de¬nition to the terrYl “0「ObOt"ヽA/aS
initia‖ y held by the Opposition Division to add suttect― rYlatter,although ultirYlately this
decision was overturned by the Board of Appealin T 471/20.

in T47¬ /20 the reason foramending、ハ/asin orderto comply with Rule 42(1)(b)EPC一 adding
indications ofthe prior art. FrorYl a COnsuitation ofthe description as filed in that case(see,

on the European Patent Register,the“ Description"documentf‖ ed on 22]uly 20¬ :5),it can
be seen that the description as ttled already contained a detailed“ Background of the
invention"section frorn page lline ll to page 4 1ine 14,indicating no less than E7 prevlous
patent applications,as we‖ as 9 commercialiv availabie D『 OduCts.

Itis difficult to see what rnore the applicant could have done,on filingito indicate the prior

art knovvn to the applicant that、 ArOuld be useful in understanding the invention and
drawing up the European Search Report.

Nevertheless,the Exa「 ninerin that case insisted that two prior art docurnents be indicated

(see ExaΠnination Report dated 22 Apri1 2016,paragraph 5.2).

in fOrrYれ ulating the requested amendmentithe applicant rYlade an unfortunate statement
that in a certain piece of prior art a filling unit、 A/aS nOt“ (ン robοを". The ExarYれ iner reviewed
and approved this amendment. Hovveverf in subsequent opposition proceedings,the
Opposition Division took a different view and found thatthis amendment contravened Art.
125 EPC. Therefore, it can be seen that unintended consequences can fiowv from
description amendments,

liin EP15005671.8,the ExarY¬ iner had sirnply considered the extensive Background section,
provided on filing,to comply v胡 th the applicanぜ s obligations under Rule 42(1)(b)EPC,then
the risk of adding sutteCt― rnatter through a description amendment could have been
entirely avoided,vvith no impact on quality ofthe final patent,or inforrYlatiOn provided to

the public(aS previously discussedf the citations fron∩ the European Search Report arefin
any case,associated with the application under the Citations tab on the European Patent
Register).

Furtherithe Board ofAppeal Decision in T471/20 afFirmed the principleiset outin T0500/01,
that“ on omencゴment vy′ ,,c,,Jettr,es c term oFo croFm Fn o woy vy′ ,,c′ ,′,cs no bosた

'ntん

e
Ortガngrly fireJ oρρ,,cot,or,courJ cOntrgyene Articre 725r2,EPC".

Thisis further confirrYned by the Case Law ofthe Boards of Appeal,Chapter H.E.¬ .¬ 4.4:

“7.74.4S′ ,テFを ,n the,nterpretcンを
'on oFo cro,m by 

σmenJmentoftr,e Jescr,pを
'or,
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′n T500/07を′,e bo(ン「J stσ teJ tんoと oc'oテm,どんe vyorJFr〕 g ofvy′,,c′,vyos esser,と ,crly,Jent,cσ′
tO o cr。,m osor,9,′,o,ly firett cOurJ neyerをんoress cOr,を「oyer,Gをんe recvυ ,remer,ts ofArt.723r2,
EPC 7975√ たconを oFneJ o Fectと′「ewんose JeFinたデon vyos ory,enJeJ'nt′ ,e Jescr'pを

'on'′

っo
nor,― orrovyobre vyOy.Tん e spec'Fic JeFinた

'on oFo Fecture vyん

,c′,occorJ,r,g to tr,G JeSCr′ptFor,

WOS O′,OyerttJテ r,g re(7u,rementofを ′〕e cr。 ,meJ,nyenを デon vyos opprFeJ by o s'('〃 eJ reoJerto
,nterpret tr,oを rむ oとし′re yyん o′,eyer Ft wos mentFoneJ Fnを んe potent,S,nce,「 ,thた cose t′,e

JeFinた,on',oJ no bosis'nt′ ,e opp′ Fcoと ,or,os FireQi cr。 ,「r,7J'J′,oを meett′ ,o recyu,remer,ts

o′Ari 725r2,fPC 7975"

Therefore,it is ctear that any description amendrnents,even those“ forrnal"amendments
merely intended to comply with Rule 42 EPCf are capable of adding sutteCt― rnatter to an

application,and contravening Art,125 EPC.

As a final point on this topic,it should be noted that EPC)Exarniners frequently propose
description amendrnents in the Druckexen∩ plar accon∩ panying a Communication
pursuant to Rule 71(3)EPC. Even though not forr¬ ulated by the applicantfif accepted by

the appticant they nevertheless sti‖ present a source of risk frorYl deterrYlined cha‖ engers!

eitherin EPO oppositions orin post―grant validity proceedings.

4.International AsDeCtS

EPC)practice on description arnendment has become an international outlier.Other rnttOr
patent ottices of the IPS and beyond do not have such a requirement for applicants to
reconcile so― ca‖ ed inconsistencies bet、 ハ/een the ctairns and the description foHowing
amendments.

Furtherf national patent ottices of EPC member states also lack such a requirement(e.g.
UK,FR,etc。 ).

A patent obtained through the nationatroute in the UK is not required by the UKIPO to
have an adapted description where excess sutteCt― matterin the description is deteted or

marked. Onty the summary ofthe invention section in the description is usua‖ y adapted

to the aHowed claims. Since the UK courts must be capable ofinterpreting UK patents
obtained by the national routef as weH as UK patents obtained through the EPO route,
description amendment under the current practice of the EPO cannot be indispensable
forthe properfunctioning ofthedownstrearn courts.

As an international user ofthe patent system Canon sees rneritin the harmonisation ofthe
giobal patent systern as it reduces complexity and burden and increases consistency of
outcomes. Removing description amendment vvould bring EPC)practice into alignment
with other rnttor patent offices of the IPS and with the national patent offices of EPC
men∩ ber states.

5. Ш

The EPO is we‖ ―regarded as having a high― quality search and exarnination procedure,

resulting in patents which can be regarded as having a high likelihood of validity in
infringement and va‖ dity proceedings,

However, a patent specification having an adapted description does not irnprove the
quanty Of the undertying patent, As noted above,in court proceedings,inconsistencies
bet、 /veen the clairns and the description are resolved through、 A/e‖―established practices of

ciairn construction and interpretation.Therefore,there is no benefit,or‖ improved quality",

to a patent having such an aligned description,
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instead,patent quality may be improved by devoting the resources of both Exarniners and
the applicants'representatives to the core issues ofthe ciairY¬ S,prior art,and argurnents on

noveity and inventive step.

Since a‖ stakeholders are lirnited in the tirne they can devote to a given case,focussing on

these core issues,and avoiding unnecessary distractions such as description arnendrnent,
is a more efFective、 ハ/ay ofirY¬ prOVing the quality.

The current practice reduces the tirne ava‖ able to focus on these core issues,and soヽ ハ/e

sub「lit that,to the extent that description amendments have any effect on patent quality,

the ettect rTlay actua‖ y be detrimental. .

6. IrnDOSeS Unnecessarv Procedural Burdens

Arnending the description to address “excess suttect―rYlatter" and other so― ca‖ ed
inconsistencies irnposes an unnecessary procedural burdeni and is tirne― consurning and
hence expensive for applicants,representatives and ExarTliners.

The amendments required to the description under the current EPO practice can be
extensive. In particulari current practice requires that every rYlention of an‖ en∩ bodirnent",

“variantW,“equivalentW and“ the invention"rYluSt be scrutinised and possibly amended or
deleted.  Additiona‖ y, every mention of “optionally" or “preferably" is suttect tO
consideration.

VVhilst the European Patent Convention does not recite explicitly“ procedural economyW as

one ofits airns or principles,we see in rnany instances that procedural economy underlies
the operation ofthe EPC)genera‖ y. For example,this can be seen in the requirement for

convergent requests in opposition and appeal proceedingsi not al、 ハ/ays rerYlitting appeal

cases to the first instance,and not al、 ハ/ays adrYlitting late… filed sub阿 市ssions.

Description amendment on the scale now required by the EPO Guidelines is contrary to
the principle of procedural economy and underrnines efficiency of both the EPO itself and
applicants.

Co′,c′ws′oP,

Canon inc.subrnits that the Eniarged Board should answer Ouestionstt and S in the
neqative(in VVhich case no ansvverto QueStiOn 2 is required):

There is no legal basisin the EPC to require adaptation ofthe description to the

ciairns accepted for granti and

The current practice serves no useful purposelintroduces risk to patent owners,is
an outtierinternationa‖ y,has no positive effect on quality and imposes

unnecessary procedural burdens,

Canon believes that the description should be treated as a historicalsnapshot of
what the appticant had on the filing date, It should not be treated as a living

docurnent that evoives as the clairns evolve. Arnendment ofthe description is
then not necessaryf or expectedito resolve any inconsistency.The rneaning of
terrYlS in the description such as“ embodirnent":“ invention",“preferablyW and

“optiona‖y"are sirnply their historical ones(“ embOdirnent onをんe Fiチ ,′,g Joを e",

“optional or,t′ ,e Fi′ Fng Jote")asCribed to therYl by the applicant on the filing date.

Astatementexplainingthiscouldbeincludedatthebeginningofthedescription
in the B specification,should this be considered hetpfulto the public.
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Canon does not exclude the possibility that the description may need to be
amended in exceptional or emergency situations,for exarnple to correct obvious
errors,to introduce rnissing parts,orto address obfuscating statements or
definitions in the description as f‖ ed such as“ herein black rYleanS white‖ . Forthe

question of description amendment an effective solution could be to introduce a

“rebuttable presumptionW sirnilarto the one helpfuHy introduced by G1/22 to deal
with the question of whetherthe applicant ciairning priority in accordance with
Article 88(1)EPC and the corresponding lmplementing Regulationsis entitled to
clairn priority.The rebuttable presumption、ハ/ould be that the description as

origina‖yfiledrequiresnoamendmentafterthefilingdateteveniftheciairnsare
amended and this resultsin the description then having“ excess suttect― rnatter"

or otherincOnsistencies,Applicants could sti‖ request,and the EPO could sti‖

insist on,description arnendments in special cases、 A/here there are weH― founded
reasons、ハ/hy the description must be amended.

Respectfu‖ y subrYlittedP

Hi San
Managing Executive Officer         

・  孝―

Group Executive― Corporate IP&Legal Headquarters
CANON INC.
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