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The Current State of Al in Patent Drafting

The use of Al in patent drafting has advanced significantly in recent years. Today,
patent drafting tools enable more efficient and precise application drafting, making them an
increasingly valuable asset in daily practice. Looking ahead, these technologies are expected to
continue improving and gaining wider adoption.

The Patent Profession’s Response

The integration of Al into patent drafting has sparked both fascination and concern
among patent professionals. Opinions are divided : some find these tools unnecessary or even
disruptive, while others embrace their potential. Regardless of individual perspectives, every
patent attorney must now assess whether and how to incorporate Al, particularly generative Al
(GenAl), into their drafting processes.

Challenges in Choosing AI Tools

Selecting the right Al-powered patent drafting tool is not straightforward. A wide
range of tools is available, each built on different technological paradigms. The uncertainty about
which paradigm will ultimately dominate - or even which tools will remain on the market -
makes investment decisions challenging. No one wants to dedicate time and resources on a tool
that might soon become obsolete.

However, given the diverse needs and practices of patent attorneys, it is likely that
multiple tools will persist, especially those requiring minimal maintenance. The variety of
available tools increases the likelihood of finding one that aligns well with specific drafting
workflows.

Automation vs. Generative Al

While GenAl is often in the spotlight, automation also plays a crucial role in patent
drafting. For instance, using GenAl to generate summaries or abstracts may be unnecessary when
automation can perform these tasks just as efficiently and without errors. Well-designed
automation tools already provide substantial benefits in terms of consistency and speed. Many



Journal of Towa Institute of Intellectual Property Vol.17, No.1 27

patent professionals argue that Al is often overrated—initial results may appear promising, but a
deeper analysis frequently reveals quality issues in the generated content.

That being said, some GenAl tools outperform others, particularly those leveraging
hybrid models. The landscape may shift further once efficient large language models (LLMs)
trained specifically on patent language become available. When that happens, patent attorneys
may reconsider their reliance on purely local models, particularly as hardware acceleration
becomes more accessible. The potential integration of Al into patent management systems,
docketing, and legal analytics suggests even broader applications in the future.

Efficiency Gains and Limitations

Currently, the time savings offered by patent drafting tools are estimated by
practitioners to range from 5% to 20%—far from the 50% or more that some might expect, at least
when striving for high-quality drafting. However, these figures remain subjective, as it is difficult
to objectively compare the time spent on drafting with and without Al assistance. Factors such as
document complexity, attorney expertise, and tool adaptability all influence these efficiency
metrics.

The Role of AI in Simple vs. Complex Drafting Tasks

One key consideration when using Al in patent drafting is the complexity of the
subject matter. Al tends to be most effective in lower-stakes scenarios where errors can be easily
corrected. For simpler inventions, where repetitive and time-consuming tasks account for a large
portion of the drafting process, GenAl can offer clear advantages by streamlining workflows.

Conversely, for complex inventions requiring significant intellectual input and
frequent refinements—particularly in claim drafting—LLMs can sometimes be counterproductive.
In these cases, Al-generated content may deviate significantly from the intended scope,
necessitating extensive revisions. As a result, many professionals prefer to rely on automation and
selectively use Al where it adds value.

The Need for Flexibility

Given these dynamics, flexibility in Al-powered patent drafting tools is essential.
Attorneys should have the ability to toggle Al features on and off as needed, ensuring that the
technology serves as an aid rather than an obstacle. As Al continues to evolve, striking the right
balance between automation, generative Al, and human expertise will be key to optimizing the
patent drafting process.



