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On 18 June 2025, the Enlarged Board of Appeal of the European Patent Office (EPO)
issued its long-awaited decision in case G 1/24, addressing fundamental questions regarding
claim interpretation in European patent law. The decision marks a significant shift in EPO practice
by affirming that patent claims must a/ways be interpreted in light of the description and
drawings, even when the claim language appears clear.

This overturns previous case law, where referring to the description was only
necessary if a claim was ambiguous. The ruling stems from a referral in case T 439/22, concerning
the term “gathered sheet” in a patent by Philip Morris. The core issue was whether such terms
should be interpreted narrowly per standard usage, or more broadly in line with definitions in the
description.

The Enlarged Board concluded that neither Article 69 EPC nor Article 84 EPC alone
provide a complete legal basis for claim interpretation during examination and opposition.
However, longstanding EPO practice offers a workable framework : claims are to be interpreted
within the full technical context of the patent, including the description and drawings.

This decision affects not only future applications but also pending examination,
opposition, and revocation proceedings. It calls for greater alignment between claims and
supporting documents, encouraging applicants to ensure that definitions, technical relationships,
and figures explicitly reinforce the claims without narrowing their scope unintentionally.

Importantly, G 1/24 also signals potential harmonization with practices at national
courts and the Unified Patent Court (UPC), which already adopt broader interpretative standards.
While the EPO Guidelines may not change immediately, the emphasis on integrated claim
interpretation is likely to increase clarity objections during examination.

Ultimately, G 1/24 reinforces consistency, legal certainty, and coherence in European

patent law, emphasizing the importance of precision and alignment throughout the application.



