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Continued from previous article,

Following the previous article, so how should we write the description for showing the
novelty on the features of the invention more effectively?

The description must contain the title of the invention, a brief explanation of the
drawing, and a detailed explanation of the invention (Patent Act Article 36(4)). And a detailed
explanation is divided into the followings (Ordinance for Enforcement of the Patent Act Article
36 Form 29) : Technical field, Problems to be solved by the invention, and Means for solving the
problem.

It is desirable to write the Problems to be solved by the invention in detail to give a
hint about the novelty.

However, if you write it in more detail than the claim made generic concept, it causes
to interpret a scope of the right narrower. And when the description only contents more detail than
the claim, an examiner might regard that the claim made the generic concept as too wide and
judge a violation of support requirements (Patent Act Article 36(6)(i)).

Therefore, 1 think that we should write the contents both corresponded to the claim
into the generic and specific concept in a claim.

Further, there is a view that a vague description is sufficient for Problems to be solved
by the invention. However, in late years, a vague description tends to be examined by another
description. So there is a possibility that a vague description reduces its scope of right despite an
applicant’s intention. I shall think we should avoid this.

T hope I can gain a wide experience to help our clients.

(Translated by TNIIP)



