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EUROPEAN PATENT OFFICE
Enlarged Board of Appeal

European Application number: 17849813.5

PETITION FOR REVIEW BY ENLARGED BOARD OF APPEAL
Dear Sirs,

pursuant to article 112a (1) EPC | submit Petition for review by the Enlarged Board of
Appeals of decision of Technical Board of Appeal 3.2.08 of March 26™, 2026 /case number
T0535/25-3.2.08/ based on ground of:
1. article 112a (2) (c) EPC where:
— fundamental violation of article 113 EPC;
2. article 112a (2) (d) EPC where:
— fundamental procedural defect consisting in deciding on the appeal without
deciding on requests relevant to that decision,
below discussed, have occurred as:
1. the Board of Appeal:
A. issued summons to oral proceedings pursuant to Rule 115(1) EPC on
February 27, 2026 without any communication under rule 15(1) RPBA in
result of which Appellant refused to present case orally due to
comprehensive content of the complete case of the number of T0535/25-
3.2.08/ in result of which oral proceedings were cancelled by the Board of
Appeal;
B. failed to decide on requests directed to evidence on which the decision
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under appeal is based by failing to examine appeal based on the case
established for the appeal process pursuant to article 106 - 108 EPC in
conjunction with rule 99 EPC in result of material errors of law occurred
during deciding on the second request formulated by the Board of Appeal
resulting in violation of the Article 113(1) EPC and 113(2) EPC as discussed in
the portion of the present document referring to bullet point B of the point 2
of the present section of the present document beginning on page 19;

C. failed to consider point I.5 of the Complaint of April 2, 2025 deciding on the
first request formulated by the Board of Appeal resulting in failure to ensure
the Appellant’s opportunity to comment upon subject matter of Appellant’s
invention resulting in doubling of the violation of the right to be heard
pursuant to Article 113(1) EPC as discussed in the portion of the present
document referring to bullet point C of the point 2 of the present section of

the present document beginning on page 51,

2. the Board of Appeal has decided on the appeal without deciding on requests
relevant to decision occurred:

A. occurring in conjunction with violation of the rule 102 (e) by inclusion of the
requests formulated by the Board of Appeal as Appellant’s requests in
decision of the Board of Appeal, when the Board of Appeal formulated and
decided on requests indicated by the Board of Appeal in point lll of Summary
of Facts and Submission section of the Grounds for the decision of the Board

of Appeal as Appellant’s requests on appeal:

First request: the decision under appeal is set aside due to the errors and
complaints regarding the proceedings before the examining division as set

out in the statement of the grounds of appeal;

Second request: a patent is granted on the basis of the documents on which

the appealed decision is based,

different than indicated by Appellant in the statement of the grounds of the
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appeal and formulated on the basis of requests indicated by the Appellant in

statement of the grounds for the appeal requests of the following wording:

First request: proceedings are annulled in act of prevention of the Board of
Appeal from deciding on:

- merits if gross procedural violations have occurred to decide on
which is not in a competence of the Board of Appeals pursuant to
article 47 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the EU;

- procedural and substantive reasons when the obligation to provide
written reasons for the decision under the Rule 111(2) cannot be
verified resulting in procedural defect completely invalidating

decision of the first instance taken during oral proceedings;

In the case of rejection of the first request:

Second request: the decision under appeal is overturned on the ground of
procedural unfairness based on the grounds, based on general principle of
law system: fraus omnia corrumpit, indicated in the statement of the

grounds for the appeal,

resulting from violation of the article 12(2) RPBA and article 113(1) EPC and
113(2) EPC by failing to decide on requests directed to evidence on which
the decision under appeal is based by failing to examine appeal based on
the case established for the appeal process pursuant to article 106 - 108 EPC
in conjunction with rule 99 EPC resulting in achieving result, the result of
examination division complaint in result of violation of the article 12(2) RPBA

and article 113(1) EPC and 113(2) EPC;

resulting in violation of the article 47 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of
the EU, by deciding on requests formulated by the Board of Appeal without
deciding on the first request formulated by the Appellant, by deciding on

request formulated by the Board of Appeal directed to merits when gross
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procedural violations have occurred to decide on which is not in a

competence of the Board of Appeal;

D. resulting from violation of the article 12(1)(e) RPBA by deciding on requests
formulated by the Board of Appeal without deciding on the first request
formulated by the Appellant when the obligation to provide written reasons
for a decision under the Rule 111(2) cannot be verified resulting in
procedural defect completely invalidating first instance decision taken during

oral proceedings;
respectively and pursuant to article 112a (5) EPC | request this decision to be set aside and

proceedings before the Boards of Appeal to be re-opened and fee for the Petition for

review to be reimbursed.

Facts, evidence and arguments.

Decision appealed was taken at the oral proceedings on November 28" 2024 and notified
along with Grounds on December 16“’, 2024.

Notice of appeal was submitted on January 3rd, 2025 against appealed decision.

Statement of the Grounds of Appeal was submitted on April 3rd, 2025 along with
attachments.

Case was established under the reference number T0535/25-3.2.08 and commencement of
the proceedings before Board of Appeal was notified on April 11th, 2025.

Composition of the Board was notified on July 29, 2025.

Oral proceedings were ordered on February 24th, 2026.

The summons to oral proceedings pursuant to Rule 115(1) RPBA was issued on February
27", 2026 without communication under rule 15(1) RPBA — attachment 2.

Letter dealing with oral proceedings during the appeal procedure was submitted on
February 28", 2026 — attachment 1.

Cancellation of oral proceedings was notified on March 6th, 2026.

Decision of the Board of Appeal was taken on March 26th, 2026 and notified along with
Grounds on April 1st, 2026.



Ad 1.

Fundamental violation of article 113 EPC.

Board of Appeal issued summons to oral proceedings pursuant to Rule 115(1) EPC on
February 27, 2026 without any communication under rule 15(1) RPBA in result of which
Appellant refused to present case orally due to comprehensive content of the complete
case of the number of T0535/25-3.2.08/ in result of which oral proceedings were cancelled

by the Board of Appeal.

Fundamental violation of article 113 EPC occurred during examination of the appeal by the
Board of Appeal when the Board of Appeal failed to decide on requests directed to
evidence on which the decision under appeal is based by failing to examine appeal based
on the case established for the appeal process pursuant to article 106 - 108 EPC in
conjunction with rule 99 EPC.

The Board of Appeal deciding on the second request formulated by the Board of Appeal the
Board of Appeal violated article 113(2) EPC introducing evidence of the changed content,
changing meaning of the original evidence upon which appellant had not had an
opportunity to present comments pursuant to Article 113(1) EPC due to not being provided
with the communication under rule 100 EPC due to communication under rule 100 EPC not
being issued and violated article 113(2) EPC ignoring portion of evidence of the amendment
and introducing mischaracterized evidence of the amendment upon which the appellant
had not had an opportunity to present comments pursuant to article 113(1) EPC due to not
being provided with the communication under rule 100 EPC due to communication under
rule 100 EPC not being issued.

The Board of Appeal deciding on the first request formulated by the Board of Appeal
doubled violation of the article 113(1) EPC deciding on the requests formulated by the
Board of Appeal directed to incorrect evidence assigned in result of incorrect establishment
of the relation between requests resulting in failure to consider point I1.5 of the Complaint

of April 2, 2025 upon which the appellant had not had an opportunity to present comments



pursuant to article 113(1) EPC due to not being provided with the communication under
rule 100 EPC due to communication under rule 100 EPC not being issued, resulting in

doubling of the violation of the right to be heard pursuant article 113(1) EPC.

Ad 2.

Fundamental procedural defect consisting in deciding on the appeal without

deciding on requests relevant to that decision.

Fundamental procedural defect consisting in deciding on the appeal without deciding on

requests relevant to that decision, consist in:

A. deciding on the appeal without deciding on requests relevant to decision occurring
in conjunction with violation of the rule 102 (e) by inclusion of the requests
formulated by the Board of Appeal as Appellant’s requests in decision of the Board
of Appeal, when the Board of Appeal formulated and decided on requests indicated
by the Board of Appeal in point Ill of Summary of Facts and Submission section of
the Grounds for the decision of the Board of Appeal as Appellant’s requests on
appeal, different than indicated by Appellant in the statement of the grounds of the
appeal and formulated on the basis of requests indicated by the Appellant in

statement of the grounds of the appeal;

B. deciding on the appeal without deciding on requests relevant to the Board of
Appeal’s decision resulting from violation of the article 12(2) RPBA and article
113(1) EPC and 113(2) EPC by failing to decide on requests directed to evidence on
which the decision under appeal is based by failing to examine appeal based on the
case established for the appeal process pursuant to article 106 - 108 EPC in
conjunction with rule 99 EPC resulting in achieving result, the result of examination
division complaint in result of violation of the article 12(2) RPBA and article 113(1)

EPC and 113(2) EPC;



C. deciding on the appeal without deciding on requests relevant to the Board of
Appeal’s decision resulting in violation of the article 47 of the Charter of
Fundamental Rights of the EU, by deciding on requests formulated by the Board of
Appeal without deciding on the first request formulated by the Appellant, by
deciding on request formulated by the Board of Appeal directed to merits when
gross procedural violations have occurred to decide on which is not in a competence

of the Board of Appeal;

D. deciding on the appeal without deciding on requests relevant to the Board of
Appeal decision resulting from violation of the article 12(1)(e) RPBA by deciding on
requests formulated by the Board of Appeal without deciding on the first request
formulated by the Appellant when the obligation to provide written reasons for a
decision under the Rule 111(2) cannot be verified resulting in procedural defect

completely invalidating first instance decision taken during oral proceedings.

Ad A.

Requests indicated in decision of the Board of Appeal, contrary to rule 102 (e), are not
Appellant’s requests but are formulated by the Board of Appeal.

In the Statement of the grounds of the appeal document it is clearly stated that the
validation of the patent process based on submitted evidence is requested for the purpose
of judgment weather the decision of the Board of Appeal has force of law and if so decision
taken during oral proceedings taking place on November 28, 2024 is requested to be
reversed in its entirety due to being invalid due to detailed reasons included in Statement
of the grounds of appeal of the following wording:

the patent process of my application is invalid and the decision of the examining division to
refuse my application notified on December 9, 2024 and December 16, 2024 is invalid due to
both of the following reasons:

1. due to being:

- as indicated in document of the Grounds for decision dated December 16, 2024
(attachment 30 attached to Complaint dated April 2. 2025), based on invalid, as specified in

point | of the Complaint dated April 2, 2025 (attachment 1.), International Preliminary
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Report on Patentability document (attachment 1 attached to Complaint dated April 2.
2025);

- as specified in point Il of the Complaint dated April 2, 2025 (attachment 1.), taken during
oral proceeding taking place on November 28, 2024 conducted not to requested subject;

- based on Summons to attend oral proceedings document dated October 12, 2023
(attachment 22 attached to Complaint dated April 2. 2025), issued not to the requested
subject as specified in the point 1.2. of the document of Complaint dated April 2, 2025
(attachment 1);

- based on falsified document of Summons to attend oral proceedings document dated
October 12, 2023 (attachment 22 attached to Complaint dated April 2. 2025) as specified in
point I.5. of the Complaint dated April 2, 2025;

- based on falsified facts as specified in point 11.12., 11.13. of the Complaint dated April 2,
2025;

- based on false expertise as specified in point I, Il.1., 11.12., 11.13., 11.25., 11.27. of the
Complaint dated April 2, 2025.

- based on baseless reasons as specified in point 11.15-11.16., 11.18.-11.28. of the Complaint
dated April 2, 2025:

2. being developed in result of invalid patent process due to reasons specified in point | and

Il of the Complaint dated April 2, 2025, the appeal procedure before Boards of Appeal in

competence of which is to deal with decisions taken in valid process not to deal with the
process in which | submit the present statement of the grounds further to Notice of Appeal

dated January 3rd, 2025, constitutes part of which.

The patent process of my application is invalid due to reasons detailed in point | and Il of the
Complaint dated April 2, 2025 what, in particular, the fact detailed in point 11 of the
Complaint dated April 2, 2025 referring to the document of minutes dated December 10,
2024 (attachment 29.) of the oral proceedings took place on November 28, 2024 during
which decision to refuse my application was taken constituting according to article 12 (1) (a)
of Rules of Procedure of the Boards of Appeal a base of appeal proceedings, being as a
result of deliberate act related to the fact detailed in point 11.10. of the Complaint dated
April 2, 2025, falsified being prepared in such a form that it can be understood that at the

end of the oral proceedings | had been given a chance to make further amendments of my
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application but it did not take place, being prepared not in a chronological order against the
10.3.(c) of the chapter Il of the part E of Guidelines for examination in EPO: “the structure
of minutes mirror the course of oral proceedings” according to listed in point 8 of the
chapter Ill of the part E of Guidelines for examination in EPO conduct:

8.1 Admission of the public proceedings

8.2 Conduct of oral proceedings

8.3 Opening of oral proceedings

8.4 Opening of the substantive part of the proceedings

8.5 Submissions by the parties

8.6 Facts, evidence or amendments introduced at a late stage

8.7 Handwritten amendments in oral proceedings

8.8 Use of Rule 137(4) for amendments filed during oral proceedings in examination

8.9 Discussion of the facts and of the legal position

8.10 Right of the other members of the division to put questions

8.11 Closure of oral proceedings

where the position of the fact “when asked, the applicant submitted that she had no further
requests” is rater located in position corresponding to the position of the point 8.8 than 8.3.
what does not mirror the course of oral proceedings and was made in the deliberate act for
the purpose of falsification of the factual status in the view of the fact that | submitted that |
had no submitted further requests being asked in the opening part of the oral proceedings,
preclude valid proceedings in appeal process.

If decision taken by Board of Appeal in this appeal process being the part of the invalid
patent process of my application has force of law | request the decision taken during oral
proceedings taking place on November 28, 2024 to be reverse in its entirety due to being

invalid due to above detailed reasons.

What formulated in a manner of formulation of the requests by the Board of Appeal is of

the following wording:

First request: proceedings are annulled in act of prevention of the Board of Appeal
from deciding on:

— merits if gross procedural violations have occurred to decide on which is not
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in @ competence of the Board of Appeals pursuant to article 47 of the
Charter of Fundamental Rights of the EU;

— procedural and substantive reasons when the obligation to provide written
reasons for the decision under the Rule 111(2) cannot be verified resulting in
procedural defect completely invalidating decision of the first instance taken

during oral proceedings.

In the case of rejection of the first request:
Second request: the decision under appeal is overturned on the ground of
procedural unfairness based on the grounds, based on general principle of law
system: fraus omnia corrumpit, indicated in the statement of the grounds for the

appeal.

Based on Appellant’s requests reasons are to be distributed according to effect on the

validity of the decision taken by the Board of Appeal.

Based on the following text:

The sixth and seventh bullet points of Point 1 of the grounds of appeal are related to the
substantive reasons of the decision under appeal, which will be addressed below under
Point 3. The board of appeal is aware of the fact that sixth bullet point also refers to Points
I, 1.1, 11112, 1113 of the Complaint. These points of the Complaint concern, inter alia,
procedural issues which have been addressed in the present decision under the appellant’s
first request (the request was formulated by Board of Appeal and does not constitute the

appellant’s request) as follows:

Point I. of the complaint relates to the international phase and has been addressed
under point 2.1.1 and Point 2.2.1
- Point I.1 of the Complaint has been addressed under point 2.2.2, above;
- Point 11.12 of the Complaint has been addressed under point 2.2.2 and Point 2.2.4,
above;
- Point 11.13 of the Complaint has been addressed under Point 2.2.4, above.
of the point 2.2.8 of the Board of Appeal’ decision it is reasonable to state that the indicator

| established by the Board of Appeal indicates weather the reason or its portion indicated in
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the Statement of the grounds of the appeal refers to substantive reason or procedural

issue.

According to indicator established by the Board of Appeal all of the reasons concerning

procedural issues refer to substantive merits.

Indicator | established by the Board of Appeal is inefficient for the distribution of the

reasons in reference to first kind of indicator due to failure in formulation of the correct

basis by the Board of Appeal for the formulated by the Board of Appeal requests.

The Board of Appeal failed to formulate basis for the requests formulated by the Board of

Appeal due to following reason:

the Board of Appeal according to the indicator | assigned basis to formulated by the
Board of Appeal requests partially prescribing the basis indicated for the reasons
indicated in bullet points 6, 7 of the point 1 of the Statement of the grounds of the
Appeal to the second reason formulated by the Board of Appeal, originally assigned
to sixth bullet point in reference to procedural violation of falsification of the
expertise this reason refers to and to bullet 7 of the point 1 of the Statement of the
grounds of the Appeal in reference to baselessness of the reasons for first instance
decision excluding basis the bullet points 1-5 of the point 1 of the Statement of the
grounds of the Appeal are directed to;

reasons indicated in bullet points 5, 6, 7 of the point 1 of the Statement of the
grounds of the Appeal are of the content directed to Minutes document of oral
proceedings took place on November 28, 2024 being issued by department of first
instance in a manner violating Rule 124(1) EPC clarified in section 10.3 of the
European Patent Office (EPO) Guidelines (Part E, Chapter lll) as: Vague or general
statements are to be avoided. Statements crucial to the decision must be correctly
recorded without statements crucial to first instance decision, constituting mainly
the basis for appeal process pursuant to article 12 (1) (e) PRBP failing their purpose
as legal evidence of the proceedings resulting in violation of the article 12 (1) (e)
PRBP;

reason indicated in bullet point 1 of the point 1 of the Statement of the grounds of
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the Appeal is of the content directed to Preliminary Report on Patentability and
concerns issues to decide on which is not in a competence of the Board of Appeal
deciding on appeal without deciding on which violates article 47 of the Charter of

Fundamental Rights of the EU.

In the view of the above the Board of Appeal should establish at least 3 different kinds of
indicators referring to:
- kind of the reason resulting in set X = A UB consisting of all of the reasons
distributed into two sets according the kind of the reason;
- violation of the article 12 (1) (e) PRBP resulting in set Y consisting of reasons on
which the Board of Appeal cannot decide due to violation of the article 12 (1) (e)
PRBP;
- violation of the article 47 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the EU resulting in
set Z consisting of reasons on which Board of Appeal cannot decide due to violation

of the article 47 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the EU.

To validate weather the decision of the Board of Appeal has force of law the Board of
Appeals could follow the following formulas:

X = X+Y+Z for valid;

X< X+Y+Z for invalid.

Board has not decided on the first request formulated by Appellant. In reference to
violation of:

- article 12 (1) (e) PRBP;

- article 47 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the EU Board of Appeal,

the Board of Appeal:

- tampered with evidence of Minutes of oral proceedings took place on November
28" 2024 during which decision to refuse application number: 17849813.5 was
taken, document;

- mentioned in point 2.2.1. of the Board of Appeal’s decision: As to the alleged errors
in the international phase (see above Point 2.1.1), the Board is not competent to

deal with these issues. The Board of Appeal do not have the competence to correct
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errors or procedural violations committed by the EPO acting as the International
Search Authority (ISA) or International Preliminary Examination Authority (IPEA)
during the international phase under the Patent Cooperation Treaty (see J 14/98, J
15/91, J 10/15). In the absence of any special provisions in the EPC (for example,
former Article 153(3) EPC 1973), the Board'’s jurisdiction is limited to decisions made
by the EPO in its capacity as European patent granting authority during the
European phase

justifying following decision on the second request in point 2.2 of the Board of
Appeal’s decision: The Board finds that the errors and complaints raised by the
appellant do not justify settings aside the examining division’s decision. In particular,
the Board does not consider there to be a procedural violation or a violation of the
right to be heard under article 113(1) EPC,

respectively.

The second request formulated by the Board of Appeal is directed to substantive merits
related to gross procedural violation deciding on which the Board of Appeal tempered with
Minutes document of oral proceedings took place on November 28, 2024 being issued by
department of first instance in a manner violating Rule 124(1) EPC clarified in section 10.3
of the European Patent Office (EPO) Guidelines (Part E, Chapter lll) as: Vague or general
statements are to be avoided. Statements crucial to the decision must be correctly recorded
without statements crucial to decision taken by first instance, constituting mainly the basis
for appeal process pursuant to article 12 (1) (e) PRBP failing their purpose as legal evidence

of the proceedings resulting in violation of the article 12 (1) (e) PRBP.

The Board of Appeal decided on the second request formulated by the Board of Appeal
directed to indicated in bullet points 6, 7 of the point 1 of the Statement of the grounds of
the Appeal reasons of the content directed to Minutes document of oral proceedings took
place on November 28, 2024 by exercising any power of the department of first instance
and examined application i.e. the claims and description of 23 December 2022 received on
26 December 2022 and the drawing of October 14™, 2022 deciding on substantive merits
reaching their decision, decision of the first instance complaint in result of commitment of

gross substantial procedural violations, not taking advantage of evidence of Minutes
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document took place on November 28, 2024.

Reasons indicated in bullet points 5, 6, 7 of the point 1 of the Statement of the grounds of
the appeal are of the content directed to Minutes document of oral proceedings took place

on November 28, 2024.

Deciding on the first request formulated by the Board of Appeal of the content resulted
from distribution of the reasons and basis according to the indicator I, in the point 2.2.8 of
the decision of the Board of Appeal it is read that the Board of Appeal is not aware of the
fact that the sixth bullet point of the point 1 of the Statement of the grounds of the appeal
of the following wording: - based on false expertise as specified in point 1., 11.1., 11.12., 11.13.,
11.25., 11.27. of the Complaint dated April 2, 2025, also refers, inter alia, to point I.25 of the
Complaint dated April 2, 2025.

Point I1.25 has been addressed under none of the points 2 - 2.3 of the decision of the Board

of Appeal concerning first request formulated by the Board of Appeal.

Board of Appeal failed to consider point I1.25 where it is indicated the impact of the falsified
sentence written down as Applicant’s statement on the following portion of the reasoning

for decision of the department of first instance to be reached.

Board of Appeal considered point 11.25 of the complaint stated that: the Board cannot verify
what the appellant said at the oral proceedings tempering with evidence of Minutes of the
oral proceedings took place on November 28, 2024 constituting pursuant to article 12 (1) (e)
the basis for the process of appeal where according to Section 10.3 of the European Patent
Office (EPO) Guidelines (Part E, Chapter lll) as: Vague or general statements are to be
avoided. Statements crucial to the decision must be correctly recorded in the following
portion of the reasoning. In the view of the fact that the obligation to provide written
reasons for the decision taken by the department of the first instance under the Rule 111(2)
cannot be verified resulting in fundamental procedural defect completely invalidating

decision the Board of Appeal reasoned and decided as discussed in the portion of the
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present document referring to bullet point D of the point 2 of the present section of the

present document.

Board of Appeal should set aside first instance decision.

The second request formulated by the Board of Appeal is directed to substantive merits
related to several gross procedural violations both originating in international phase. In
reference to procedural violations the Board of Appeal is not competent to deal with this

issue as written down in point 2.2.1. of the decision of the Board of Appeal.

Gross procedural violation consists in this that decision taken by department of first
instance is based on International Preliminary Report on Patentability which, as indicated
below in discussion in the portion of the present document referring to bullet point C of the
point 2 of the present section of the present document, is invalid due to being developed as
an result of violation of:
1. article 113(1) EPC:
a. consisting in deprivation of the right to respond to the document of Witten
Opinion dated October 15™ 2019 preceding completion of the International
Preliminary Report on Patentability being the evidence on which, in the case
of lack of response, the International Preliminary Report on Patentability is
based, due to lack of providing Appellant with Witten Opinion dated October
15™ 2019 required under article 34 (2)(c) PCT due to content included:

i. in section Re Item 1 concerning the basis for the report concerning
amendment under article 19 PCT objected as introducing subject
matter extending beyond the content of the application as filed;

ii. in section Re Iltem V “It is acknowledged that amended claim 1 as of
13-9-2019 and/or 18-10-2019 discloses a device that is different from
each of the devices known from D1-D4, mainly due to the two
horizontal channels placed not at the end of the channel crosswise
separating Labyrinth Part. The technical effect of this feature
disclosed in the o.f. description, namely that an intentional action is

required while the Erring Part is carried through and back by the
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2.

marked up way to prevent unintentional disconnection of Labyrinth
and Erring Parts, is not clear to the Examining Division. It appears
that the “dead end” of the channel that separates the Labyrinth Part
crosswise has an effect during connection, but not during
disconnection. Therefore it is assessed that no surprising effect is due
to this feature and amended claim 1 is not inventive over the prior art
(Article 33(1) PCT, Article 33(3) PCT)”,

b. consisting in deprivation of the right to amend application under article 19
PCT resulted from violation of the Rule 137(3) EPC due to discussion on both
amendment and application as originally filed in International Preliminary
Report on Patentability based on application as originally filed resulting from
uncertainty about the basis what in the view on the below discussion on the
second request formulated by the Board of Appeal in the portion of the
present document referring to bullet point B of the point 2 of the present
section of the present document, occurred violating Rule 137(3) EPC,

rule 48(1)(a) PCT and Rule 35(1)(d) EPC due to including following portion including
language promoting violence in section Re Item V “It is acknowledged that amended
claim 1 as of 13-9-2019 and/or 18-10-2019 discloses a device that is different from
each of the devices known from D1-D4, mainly due to the two horizontal channels
placed not at the end of the channel crosswise separating Labyrinth Part. The
technical effect of this feature disclosed in the o.f. description, namely that an
intentional action is required while the Erring Part is carried through and back by the
marked up way to prevent unintentional disconnection of Labyrinth and Erring Parts,
is not clear to the Examining Division. It appears that the “dead end” of the channel
that separates the Labyrinth Part crosswise has an effect during connection, but not
during disconnection. Therefore it is assessed that no surprising effect is due to this
feature and amended claim 1 is not inventive over the prior art (Article 33(1) PCT,
Article 33(3) PCT)”;

article 33(1) PCT due to inclusion of false expertise in International Preliminary
Report on Patentability document for the different purpose than specified in article
33(1) PCT - rename of the part of the structure defined interchangeably as extended

way (Claim 6 as originally filed) into “dead end” is not the objective of the
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international preliminary examination.

The following portion included in section Re Item V of the document of International
Preliminary Report on Patentability based on which EPO regional proceedings and decision
taken by department of the first instance is based, violating rule 35(1)(d) EPC including
language promoting violence of the following wording: “It is acknowledged that amended
claim 1 as of 13-9-2019 and/or 18-10-2019 discloses a device that is different from each of
the devices known from D1-D4, mainly due to the two horizontal channels placed not at the
end of the channel crosswise separating Labyrinth Part. The technical effect of this feature
disclosed in the o.f. description, namely that an intentional action is required while the Erring
Part is carried through and back by the marked up way to prevent unintentional
disconnection of Labyrinth and Erring Parts, is not clear to the Examining Division. It appears
that the “dead end” of the channel that separates the Labyrinth Part crosswise has an effect
during connection, but not during disconnection. Therefore it is assessed that no surprising
effect is due to this feature and amended claim 1 is not inventive over the prior art (Article

33(1) PCT, Article 33(3) PCT)”,
results from:

- the following portion included in ISA: As an indication of a direction to follow

concerning amendments to avoid a negative statement in the international
preliminary examination report if a demand for international preliminary
examination is filed, it is mentioned that the four — step — connection and —
disconnection method appears to be promising. In this case, great care has to be
taken that amendments do not go beyond the disclosure in the international
application as filed;
It is noted that this suggestion is only for assisting the applicant in his decision on
how to proceed. In no way precludes consideration of alternative solutions
submitted the applicant. The responsibility for determining the text of the
application and in particular for defining the subject-matter for which protection is
sought remains whit the applicant;

- amendment under article 19 PCT made in response to objections raised in ISA

concerning novelty, inventive step and clarity in reference to subject matter of my
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invention as disclosed in application as originally filed i.e. The subject of the
invention is the physical work, shaped spatially, in the form of the system of two
parts with the presented structure arranged in labyrinthine fixing fulfilling a
mounting function without locking solution,
causing impossibility of avoidance of negative sentence to be written into International
Preliminary Report on Patentability according to content of the International Search
Authority report due to lack of change of the subject matter of the invention as originally
disclosed by amendment into method, causes the Preliminary Report on Patentability to be
invalid due to procedural violations, deciding on which it is not in competence of the Board
of Appeal despite the fact that it seems to have gross impact on deciding on both of the

requests formulated by the Board of Appeal.

The Board of Appeal decided on following formulated by the Board of Appeal requests
indicated by the Board of Appeal in point Ill of Summary of Facts and Submission section of

the decision of the Board of Appeal as appellant’s requests on appeal:

First request: the decision under appeal is set aside due to the errors and
complaints regarding the proceedings before the examining division as set

out in the statement of the grounds of appeal;

Second request: a patent is granted on the basis of the documents on which

the appealed decision is based,

Deciding on the second request formulated by the Board of Appeal, the Board of Appeal
decided on substantial merits originated in international phase but deciding on the first
request the Board of Appeal did not decide on procedural violations originated in
international phase. Board of Appeal violated 47 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of
the EU deciding on substantial merits originated in international phase where gross
procedural violations occurred to decide on which is not in a competence of the Board of
Appeal.

The Board of Appeal deciding on the first and the second request formulated by the Board

of Appeal failed to decide on requests relevant to decision as requested as indicated by
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Appellant in the Statement of the grounds of the appeal.

Board of Appeal has not decided on the first request formulated by Appellant and took

invalid decision.
Ad B.
The Board of Appeal decided on following formulated by the Board of Appeal requests
indicated by the Board of Appeal in point Ill of Summary of Facts and Submission section of
the Decision of Board of Appeal as appellant’s requests on appeal:
First request: the decision under appeal is set aside due to the errors and
complaints regarding the proceedings before the examining division as set

out in the statement of the grounds of appeal;

Second request: a patent is granted on the basis of the documents on which

the appealed decision is based,

The second request formulated by the Board of Appeal

In reference to the second request formulated by the Board of Appeal:

Second request: a patent is granted on the basis of the documents on which the

appealed decision is based,

the Board of Appeal on the ground of article 111 (1) EPC exercised any power of the
department of first instance and examined application i.e. the claims and description of 23
December 2022 received on 26 December 2022 and the drawing of October 14™, 2022
deciding on substantive reason.

Based on the fact that the Board of Appeal in the point Il of Summary of Facts and
Submissions of the decision of the Board of Appeal states that: the examining division

refused the application because the subject-matter of independent claim 1 contained
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subject-matter which extended beyond the content of the application as filed, contrary to
Article 123(2) EPC, and claim 1 also lack clarity, contrary to Article 84 EPC, in the conclusion
of the point 3.3 of the section of Reasons for the decision of the Board of Appeal states that
In the line with examining division’s decision referring to the point 16 of the decision under
appeal, the feature regarding two indicators constitutes subject-matter which extends
beyond the content of the application as originally filed and in the conclusion of the point
3.4 of the section of Reasons for the decision of the Board of Appeal states that: Due to the
deficiencies mentioned in Point 3.3 and 3.4 claim 1 contraveners Article 123(2) EPC it is
reasonable to state that the Board of Appeal examined appeal examining application in
reference to reasons for the decision as indicated in point 16, 17 of the Statement of the
grounds of the appeal according to which the following portions of amended claim 1:
- two indicators;
- the whole passage starting from: there is only one way to curry Erring Part through
Labyrinth Part with reference to two indicators (...) until the end of the of the claim
1,
respectively are objected as introducing subject — matter which extends beyond the

subject — matter contained in the application as originally filed.

The new decision to refuse the application i.e. the claims and description of 23 December
2022 received on 26 December 2022 and the drawing of October 14™ 2022 is taken by the

Board of Appeal deciding on formulated by the Board of Appeal:

the second request: a patent is granted on the basis of the documents on which the

appealed decision is based,

based on the reasoning in point 3.3 of the decision of the Board of Appeal that:

- the amendment of the claim 1 contains the feature “there is only one way to carry
Erring Part through Labyrinth Part with reference to two indicators” where the
feature regarding reference to two indicators constitutes subject matter which
extends beyond the content of the application as originally filed because in the
application as originally filed there is no mentioned any indicator which might be

taken as a reference to curry Erring Part through the Labyrinth Part,
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alone, based on which it is decided as written down in point 3.3 of the decision of the
Board of Appeal that: In the line with examining division’s decision referring to the point 16
of the decision under appeal, the feature regarding two indicators constitutes subject-
matter which extends beyond the content of the application as originally filed. For this
reason alone, a patent cannot be granted on the basis of the claims of 23 December 2022.
and additionally that:

- the amended claims 1 requires “8 different ways” of connecting the Erring Part and
Labyrinth Part. The application as originally filed does, however, not mention 8
different ways of connecting the Erring part and the Labyrinth Part. Only one way of
connecting is disclosed, with two alternatives: the first described moving the
Labyrinth Part while keeping the Erring Part in the same position, the second
described moving the Erring Part while keeping the Labyrinth Part in the same
position,

based on which it is decided as written down point 3.4 of the decision of the Board of
Appeal that: therefore, the feature regarding 8 different ways of connection the Erring Part
and Labyrinth Part constitutes subject-matter which extends beyond the application as

originally filed,

where material errors of law:

- misrepresentation of facts consisting in failure to consider material evidence
resulting from considering an evidence resulting from manufacturing of a new,
different than the established for the appeal process pursuant to article 106 - 108
EPC in conjunction with rule 99 EPC case’s evidence constituting the basis for reason
indicated in point 16 of the first instance decision for deciding on the application
i.e. the claims and description of 23 December 2022 received on 26 December 2022
and the drawing of October 14" 2022 upon which the appellant had not had an
opportunity to present comments pursuant to article 113(1) EPC due to not being
provided with the communication under rule 100 EPC due to communication under
rule 100 EPC not being issued;

- insufficient reasoning resulting from misrepresentation of facts consisting in failure
to consider material evidence resulting in manufacturing of the new, different than

the established for the appeal process pursuant to article 106 - 108 EPC in
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conjunction with rule 99 EPC case’s evidence constituting the basis for reason
indicated in point 16 of the first instance decision for deciding on the application i.e.
the claims and description of 23 December 2022 received on 26 December 2022 and
the drawing of October 14™ 2022;

misrepresentation of facts consisting in failure to consider material evidence
resulting in ignoring of the established for the appeal process pursuant to article
106 - 108 EPC in conjunction with rule 99 EPC case’s material evidence constituting
evidence of the disclosure of the basis for the amendment in reference to reason
indicated in point 17 of the first instance decision for deciding on the application i.e.
the claims and description of 23 December 2022 received on 26 December 2022 and

the drawing of October 1*"

2022 upon which the appellant had not had an
opportunity to present comments due to not being provided with the
communication under rule 100 EPC due to communication under rule 100 EPC not
being issued;

mischaracterizing of the claim 15 and 14 constituting the established for the appeal
process pursuant to article 106 - 108 EPC in conjunction with rule 99 EPC case’s
material evidence resulting in failure to consider material evidence constituting
evidence of the disclosure of the basis for the amendment in reference to reason
indicated in point 17 of the first instance decision upon which the appellant had not
had an opportunity to present comments pursuant to article 113(1) EPC due to not

being provided with the communication under rule 100 EPC due to communication

under rule 100 EPC not being issued,

have occurred resulting in:

fundamental violation of article 113(1) EPC and 113(2) EPC;

deciding on the appeal without deciding on requests relevant to the Board of
Appeal’s decision resulting from violation of the article 12(2) RPBA and article
113(1) EPC and 113(2) EPC by failing to decide on requests directed to evidence on
which the decision under appeal is based by failing to examine appeal based on the
case established for the appeal process pursuant to article 106 - 108 EPC in
conjunction with rule 99 EPC resulting in achieving result, the result of the first
instance complaint, in result of violation of the article 12(2) RPBA and article 113(1)

EPC and 113(2) EPC;
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violation of the article 12(2) PRBA and article 263(5) of the Treaty on the
Functioning of the European Union by failing to examine appeal based on the case
established for the appeal process pursuant to article 106 - 108 EPC in conjunction
with rule 99 EPC resulting in achieving result, the result of the first instance
complaint, in result of violation of the article 12(2) RPBA and article 113(1) EPC and
113(2) EPC;

violation of the article 47 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the EU i.e.
violation of the fundamental right to fair trial by failing to examine appeal on the
case established for the appeal process pursuant to article 106 - 108 EPC in
conjunction with rule 99 EPC resulting from achieving result, the result of the first
instance complaint, in result of violation of the article 12(2) RPBA and article 113(1)

EPC and 113(2) EPC.

Material errors of law.

The established for the appeal process pursuant to article 106 - 108 EPC in conjunction

with rule 99 EPC case’s evidence, discussed, constituting the basis for reasoning and

deciding on the second request formulated by the Board of Appeal.

As indicated by the Board of Appeal in the section Ill of Summary of Facts and Submissions

of the decision of the Board of Appeal:

the second request: a patent is granted on the basis of the documents on which the

appealed decision is based,

formulated by the Board of Appeal is based on ground for appeal of the first instance

decision indicated in point 1, sixth and seventh bullet point of the Statement of the grounds

of the appeal of the following wording:

(..) the decision of the examining division to refuse my application notified on December 9,

2024 and December 16, 2024 is invalid due to both of the following reasons:

1. due to being:

(...)

- based on false expertise as specified in point 1., Il.1., 11.12., 11.13., 11.25., 1.27. of the

Complaint dated April 2, 2025.
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- based on baseless reasons as specified in point 11.15-11.16., 11.18.-11.28. of the Complaint
dated April 2, 2025

and on the evidence indicated in the indicated grounds (as specified in point I., 11.1., 11.12.,
11.13., 11.25., 11.27. of the Complaint dated April 2, 2025 and as specified in point 11.15-1.16.,
11.18.-11.28. of the Complaint dated April 2, 2025 respectively) in conjunction with:

- evidence of the reason for the first instance decision to refuse application notified
on December 9, 2024 and December 16, 2024, indicated in point 16 of the second
section of the grounds for the first instance decision in conjunction with evidence
this reason is based on i.e. point 2.2.7 of the summons to attend oral proceedings
dated October 12, 2023, for the reason for the rejection of the first request
indicated in point 3.3 of the decision of the Board of Appeal, of the following
wording: In line with the examining division’s decision (see point 16 of the decision
under appeal), the feature regarding reference to two indicators constitutes subject
— matter which extends beyond the content of the application as originally file;

- evidence of the reason for the first instance decision to refuse application notified
on December 9, 2024 and December 16, 2024 indicated in point 17 of the second
section of the grounds for the first instance decision in conjunction with evidence
this reason is based on i.e. point 2.2.8 of the summons to attend oral proceedings
dated October 12, 2023, for the reason for the rejection of the second request
indicated in point 3.4 of the decision of the Board of Appeal,

amendment i.e. the claims and description of 23 December 2022 received on 26

December 2022 and the drawing of October 14" 2022 and application as originally field.

Misrepresentation of facts consisting in failure to consider material evidence resulting

from manufacturing of a new, different than the established for the appeal process

pursuant to article 106 - 108 EPC in conjunction with rule 99 EPC case’s evidence

constituting the basis for reason indicated in point 16 of the second section of the

grounds for the first instance decision.

The established for the appeal process pursuant to article 106 - 108 EPC in conjunction

with rule 99 EPC case’s evidence, discussed, constituting the basis for reason indicated in
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point 16 of the second section of the grounds for the first instance decision.

Reason for the decision taken by department of first instance mentioned in point 16 of the
second section of the grounds for the first instance decision in conjunction with paragraph
2.2.7. of the summons to attend oral proceedings dated October 12, 2023 refers to the
following portion of the amended claim 1: significant (distinctive) by this that a structure of
its two parts arranged in Labyrinthine fixing system with four-steps connection (S 1), (S 11), (S
1), (S IV) /disconnection (S B 1), (S B 1l), (S B Ill), (S B IV) process fulfill mounting function
without locking solution of two parts/elements: Labyrinth Part (4) and Erring Part (7)
according to the intention concerning kind of final connection and initial step of connection
process of its two parts and enable these two parts: Labyrinth Part (4) and Erring Part (7) to
be assembled according to four-steps connection process with reference to two indicators
— the intention concerning kind of fixing of the two elements and initial step of the

connection process.

Reason for the decision to refuse application indicated in point 16 of the second section

of the grounds for the first instance decision.

According to department of first instance disclosure of two indicators cannot be found in

application as originally field.

Misrepresentation of facts consisting in failure to consider material evidence resulting in

manufacturing of the new, different than the established for the appeal process pursuant

to article 106 - 108 EPC in conjunction with rule 99 EPC case’s evidence constituting the

basis for reason indicated in point 16 of the second section of the grounds for the first

instance decision.

The Board of Appeal failed to consider the established for the appeal process pursuant to
article 106 - 108 EPC in conjunction with rule 99 EPC case’s evidence constituting the basis
for reason indicated in point 16 of the second section of the grounds for the first instance
decision for deciding on the application i.e. the claims and description of 23 December

2022 received on 26 December 2022 and the drawing of October 14™ 2022 by the
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department of first instance and the Board of the Appeal based the reason indicated in
point 3.3 of the decision of the Board of Appeal on the new evidence created by the Board
of Appeal in a manner that the portion of the portion of amended claim 1 indicated by
department of first instance as the basis for the reason indicated in point 16 of the second
section of the grounds for the first instance decision in conjunction with point 2.2.7. of the
summons to attend oral proceedings dated October 12, 2023 containing objected phrase
two indicators was replaced by the portion of the portion of the amended claim 1 of a
different wording but containing phrase two indicators either. The replacing portion is
indicated by the department of first instance as the basis for the reason indicated in point
17 of the second section of the grounds for the first instance decision in conjunction with
point 2.2.7 of the summons to attend oral proceedings dated October 12, 2023. The
replacing portion is taken out of the context of the following portion: there is only one way
to carry Erring Part through Labyrinth Part with reference to two indicators — the intention
concerning kind of fixing of the two elements and initial step of the connection process to
achieve final result of connection of two parts intention compliant. In result the Board of
Appeal manufactured new evidence of the new content characterized by lack of clarity,
contrary to Article 84 EPC and introducing subject matter extending beyond the content of
the application as filed, contrary to Article 123(2) EPC, of the following wording changed by
deletion of the strikethrough portion and addition of the underlined portion:

significant (distinctive) by this that a structure of its two parts arranged in Labyrinthine
fixing system with four-steps connection (S 1), (S 11), (S Ill), (S IV) /disconnection (S B 1), (S B
1), (S B Ill), (S B IV) process fulfill mounting function without locking solution of two

parts/elements: Labyrinth Part (4) and Erring Part (7) according to the intention concerning

kind of final connection and initial step of connection process of its two parts and enable

way to carry Erring Part through Labyrinth Part with reference to two indicators — the

intention concerning kind of fixing of the two elements and initial step of the connection

process,
introducing contrary to article 123(2) EPC subject matter of:

- the only one way from among all ways disclosed in claim 14 as originally filed to
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carry Erring Part through Labyrinth Part with reference to two indicators — the
intention concerning kind of fixing of the two elements and initial step of the
connection process;

- remaining ways disclosed in claim 14 as originally filed to carry Erring Part through
Labyrinth Part with reference to different kind of indicators - in the line with the
reason of department of first instance concerning lack of clarity, contrary to Article
84 EPC indicated in point 18 of the second section of the grounds for the first
instance decision in conjunction with point 3.1.7 of the summons to attend oral
proceedings dated October 12, 2023,

not being disclosed either, contrary to Article 123(2) EPC, in application as originally filed
nor in any of its amendment and being of the lack of clarity contrary to Article 84 EPC in
regard to the following matter:

- which one way of all ways disclosed in original claim 14 has been introduced by the
amendment of claim 1 formulated by the Board of Appeal as the only one to carry
Erring Part through Labyrinth Part with reference to two indicators — the intention
concerning kind of fixing of the two elements and initial step of the connection
process, where such a feature has not been disclosed in application as originally
filed and in any of its previous amendments;

- what kind of indicators the remaining ways to carry Erring Part through Labyrinth
Part are referred to - indicated in point 18 of the second section of the grounds for
the first instance decision in conjunction with point 3.1.7 of the summons to attend

oral proceedings dated October 12, 2023,

in exchange of the following portion of amended claim 1: epable-these-two-parts—Labyrinth

P 4)-and ngRaq o-be-assembled-according—to—fo en onpection-proce azith

aend-nitial-step-of- the-connection-proecess where, as explained in point I1.15 and 11.16 of the
Complaint dated April 2, 2025 indicated as a basis for the bullet point 7 of the point 1 of the

Statement of the grounds of the appeal, it is explicit disclosed to the skilled person that two
indicators, specified in this portion as — the intention concerning kind of fixing of the two
elements and initial step of the connection process, where the phrase the intention

concerning kind of fixing of the two elements is equivalent to final arrangement selected
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from all of final arrangements disclosed in claim 14 as originally filed and initial step of the
connection process is equivalent to initial arrangement, refer to four-steps connection
process according to which the structure of Labyrinth Part and the structure of Erring Part
arranged in Labyrinthine System of Fixing enable this two parts to be assembled. The four
steps connection process is originally disclosed in claim 14 as structural arrangement of the
parts in each of the sequence of four steps starting from initial arrangement ending in their
final arrangement according to which the initial arrangement is the Erring Part placed in its
horizontal orientation, relative to its vertical orientation when placed in Labyrinth Part in its
final arrangement, in the place where the Labyrinth Part is crosswise separated where the
scope of this claim includes all of possible horizontal orientations of the Erring Part relative
to its vertical orientation when placed in Labyrinth Part in its final arrangement, placed in
the place where the Labyrinth Part is crosswise separated and final result is the Erring Part
placed in its vertical orientation in Labyrinth Part where the scope of this claim includes all
of possible vertical orientations of the Erring Part placed in Labyrinth Part each of which
results from the reconfiguration of the horizontal orientations of the Erring Part relative to
its vertical orientation when placed in Labyrinth Part in its final arrangement, placed in the
place where the Labyrinth Part is crosswise separated in the sequence of four steps
depending on the arrangement of the parts in initial step what constitutes explicit
disclosure of this feature skilled person can directly and unambiguously derive from its

content.

Violation of article 12(2) in conjunction with article 113(1) EPC and 113(2) EPC

Board of Appeal deciding on the second request deciding on the evidence resulting from
misrepresentation of facts failed to decide on requests directed to evidence on which the
decision under appeal was based, failing to examine appeal based on the case established
for the appeal process pursuant to article 106 - 108 EPC in conjunction with rule 99 EPC
achieving result in the line with the department of first instance: In the line with examining
division’s decision referring to the point 16 of the decision under appeal, the feature
regarding two indicators constitutes subject-matter which extends beyond the content of
the application as originally filed but in result of violation of the article 12(2) RPBA and

article 113(2) EPC introducing evidence of the changed content changing meaning of the
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original evidence upon which appellant had not had an opportunity to present comments
pursuant to Article 113(1) EPC due to not being provided with the communication under
rule 100 EPC due to communication under rule 100 EPC not being issued, without which
Board of Appeal could not achieve result the result of the department of first instance

complaint.

Insufficient reasoning resulting from misrepresentation of facts consisting in failure to

consider material evidence resulting in manufacturing of the new, different than the

established for the appeal process pursuant to article 106 - 108 EPC in conjunction with

rule 99 EPC case’s evidence constituting the basis for reason indicated in point 16 of the

second section of the grounds for the first instance decision violating article 12(2) RPBA in

conjunction with article 113(2) EPC upon which the appellant had not had an opportunity

to present comments pursuant to article 113(1) EPC due to not being provided with the

communication under rule 100 EPC due to communication under rule 100 EPC not being

issued.
Reason formulated by the Board of Appeal on the basis of the new evidence.

On the basis of the following new evidence: significant (distinctive) by this that a structure
of its two parts arranged in Labyrinthine fixing system with four-steps connection (S 1), (S I1),
(S 1), (S IV) /disconnection (S B 1), (S B Il), (S B Ill), (S B IV) process fulfill mounting function
without locking solution of two parts/elements: Labyrinth Part (4) and Erring Part (7)

according to the intention concerning kind of final connection and initial step of connection

process of its two parts and enable-these-two-parts—Labyrinth-Part{4)-and-Erring-RPart{H-to

connectionprocess there is only one way to carry Erring Part through Labyrinth Part with

reference to two indicators — the intention concerning kind of fixing of the two elements

and initial step of the connection process,

the Board of Appeal reasoned that the amendment of the claim 1 contains the feature

“there is only one way to carry Erring Part through Labyrinth Part with reference to two
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indicators” where the feature regarding reference to two indicators constitutes subject

matter which extends beyond the content of the application as originally filed because in

the application as originally filed there is no mentioned any indicator which might be taken

as a reference to carry Erring Part through the Labyrinth Part;

The Board of Appeal violating article 12(2) RPBA reasoning on the new evidence resulted

from misrepresentation of facts introducing contrary to article 123(2) EPC subject matter

of:

the only one way from among all ways disclosed in claim 14 as originally filed to
carry Erring Part through Labyrinth Part with reference to two indicators — the
intention concerning kind of fixing of the two elements and initial step of the
connection process;

remaining ways disclosed in claim 14 as originally filed to carry Erring Part through
Labyrinth Part with reference to different kind of indicators - in the line with the
reason of the department of first instance concerning lack of clarity, contrary to
Article 84 EPC indicated in point 18 of the second section of the grounds for the
first instance decision in conjunction with point 3.1.7 of the summons to attend oral

proceedings dated October 12, 2023,

not being disclosed either contrary to Article 123(2) EPC in application as originally filed nor

in any of its amendments and being of the lack of clarity contrary to Article 84 EPC in regard

to:

which one way of all ways disclosed in original claim 14 has been introduced by the
amendment of claim 1 formulated by the Board of Appeal as the only one to carry
Erring Part through Labyrinth Part with reference to two indicators — the intention
concerning kind of fixing of the two elements and initial step of the connection
process, where such a feature has not been disclosed in application as originally
filed and in any of its previous amendments;

what kind of indicators the remaining ways to carry Erring Part through Labyrinth
Part are referred to - indicated in point 18 of the second section of the grounds for
the first instance decision in conjunction with point 3.1.7 of the summons to attend

oral proceedings dated October 12, 2023,

upon which the appellant had not had an opportunity to present comments pursuant to
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Article 113(1) EPC due to not being provided with the communication under rule 100 EPC
due to communication under rule 100 EPC not being issued, in conjunction with basis
indicated by department of the first instance as the basis for the reason indicated in point
16 of the second section of the grounds for the first instance decision and in conjunction
with basis for the grounds indicated in the bullet point 6 and 7 of the point 1 of the
Statement of the Grounds for the Appeal as specified in point I, 11.1., 11.12., 11.13., 11.25.,
11.27. of the Complaint dated April 2, 2025 and as specified in point 11.15-11.16., 1.18.-11.28. of
the Complaint dated April 2, 2025 respectively, failed to sufficiently reason deciding on the
second request formulated by the Board of Appeal stating in the 3.3 of the decision of the
Board of Appeal that: The amended claim 1 contains the feature according to which “there
is only one way to carry Erring Part through Labyrinth Part with reference to two
indicators”. The applicant as originally filed does not mention any indicator which might be
taken as a reference to carry the Erring Part through the Labyrinth Part.

According to claim 1, the two indicators are:

- “the intention concerning kind of fixing”,

- “initial step of connection process”

None of the two indicators: “the intention concerning kind of fixing”, “initial step of
connection process” are mentioned in the application as originally filed and Appellant’s
arguments are not convincing stating that: In particular she, argued that the subject-matter
of the two indicators concern the “capability of the invention as originally disclosed”
(Complaint, Points 11.16, 11.18 and 11.22; see also Complaint, Point 11.19). However, the
question of weather the invention as disclosed was “capable” of something is not decisive
for the assessment of Article 123 (2) EPC; instead, what is decisive is weather the subject-
matter of the claim is directly and unambiguously disclosed in the application as filed.

In line with the examining division’s decision (see point 16 of the decision under appeal), the
feature regarding reference to two indicators constitutes subject — matter which extends

beyond the content of the application as originally filed.

Lack of the following portion of the established for the appeal process pursuant to article
106 - 108 EPC in conjunction with rule 99 EPC case’s evidence: enable these two parts:

Labyrinth Part (4) and Erring Part (7) to be assembled according to four-steps connection
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process with reference to two indicators — the intention concerning kind of fixing of the
two elements and initial step of the connection process in the new evidence resulting in lack
of the reference in amended claim 1 to the application as originally filed i.e. claim 14 of the

application as originally filed of the following wording:

14. Labyrinthine system of fixing assembly of claim 1, significant by this that the way of
carrying Erring Part through Labyrinth Part is composed of four steps (Figure [3]). The
first is to place the Erring Part in the horizontal orientation presented on the Figure |
point 3 in the place the Labyrinth Part is crosswise separated and carry it through this
channel to the level of two horizontal channels of the size smaller than [a] and bigger
than [b] placed on the opposites sides of the Labyrinth Part in two identical parts of the
Labyrinth Part with the opposite orientation. The second is to rotate Erring Part 90
degrees carrying the Erring Part through two horizontal channels of the size smaller
than [a] and bigger than [b] placed on the opposites sides of the Labyrinth Part in two
identical parts of the Labyrinth Part with the opposite orientation to place it in the space
inside the Labyrinth Part in horizontal orientation, perpendicularly to the Labyrinth Part.
The third step is to rotate Erring Part placed in the space inside the Labyrinth Part in the
horizontal orientation perpendicularly to the Labyrinth Part 90 degrees to place it in a
parallel position to the Labyrinth Part. The fourth step is to rotate Erring Part 90 degrees
and place it in the vertical orientation in Labyrinth Part. The disconnection of Labyrinth
and Erring Parts fixed by Labyrinthine system of fixing is only possible by carrying back
the Erring Part through Labyrinth Part the way it was carried through to be fixed. In the
first step the size not less than [a] of the channel crosswise separating the Labyrinth Part
allows the Erring Part to be curried through this channel in the horizontal position in the
orientation of [b] size of the Erring Part. In this case the Erring Part must to be rotate 90
degrees at the level of two horizontal channels of the size smaller than [a] and bigger
than [b] placed on the opposites sides of the Labyrinth Part in two identical parts of the

Labyrinth Part with the opposite orientation to enter the second step (Figure [3]).

Where, as explained in point I1.15 and 11.16 of the Complaint dated April 2, 2025 indicated

as a basis for the bullet point 7 of the point 1 of the Statement of the grounds of the
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appeal, all of the possible ways of carrying Erring Part trough Labyrinth Part are disclosed as
structural arrangement of the parts in each of the sequence of four steps starting from
initial arrangement ending in their final arrangement according to which the initial
arrangement is the Erring Part placed in its horizontal orientation, relative to its vertical
orientation when placed in Labyrinth Part in its final arrangement, in the place where the
Labyrinth Part is crosswise separated where the scope of this claim includes all of possible
horizontal orientations of the Erring Part relative to its vertical orientation when placed in
Labyrinth Part in its final arrangement, placed in the place where the Labyrinth Part is
crosswise separated and final result is the Erring Part placed in its vertical orientation in
Labyrinth Part where the scope of this claim includes all of possible vertical orientations of
the Erring Part placed in Labyrinth Part each of which results from the reconfiguration of
the horizontal orientations of the Erring Part relative to its vertical orientation when placed
in Labyrinth Part in its final arrangement, placed in the place where the Labyrinth Part is
crosswise separated in the sequence of four steps depending on the arrangement of the
parts in initial step what constitutes explicit disclosure of this feature skilled person can
directly and unambiguously derive from its content as well as explicit disclosure of
capability of the structure of the invention to reconfigure each of the possible horizontal
orientation of the Erring Part relative to its vertical orientation when placed in Labyrinth
Part in its final arrangement, placed in the place where the Labyrinth Part is crosswise
separated in the sequence of four steps into all possible outcomes consisting of one of all
possible vertical orientations of the Erring Part placed in Labyrinth Part in the final
arrangement of the parts each,

what is equivalent to the capability of the structure of the invention to reconfigure each of
the possible horizontal orientation of the Erring Part relative to its vertical orientation when
placed in Labyrinth Part in its final arrangement, placed in the place where the Labyrinth
Part is crosswise separated in the sequence of four steps into outcome consisting of one of
all possible vertical orientations of the Erring Part placed in Labyrinth Part in the final
arrangement of the parts,

what is equivalent to the capability of the structure of the invention to reconfigure into
outcome consisting of one of all possible vertical orientations of the Erring Part placed in
Labyrinth Part in the final arrangement of the parts, the one of the possible horizontal

orientations of the Erring Part relative to its vertical orientation when placed in Labyrinth
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Part in its final arrangement, placed in the place where the Labyrinth Part is crosswise
separated reconfiguration of which results in this outcome, in a one way only, affected the

Board of Appeal’s outcome.

Effect on the decision.

If the Board of Appeal had decided on the established for the appeal process pursuant to
article 106 - 108 EPC in conjunction with rule 99 EPC case’s evidence mainly considering
evidence provided in point I1.15 and 11.16 of the Complaint dated April 2, 2025 they would

have reached reversed decision.

Misrepresentation of facts consisting in failure to consider material evidence resulting in

ignoring of the established for the appeal process pursuant to article 106 - 108 EPC in

conjunction with rule 99 EPC case’s material evidence constituting evidence of the

disclosure of the basis for the amendment in reference to reason indicated in point 17 of

the second section of the grounds for the first instance decision.

The established for the appeal process pursuant to article 106 - 108 EPC in conjunction
with rule 99 EPC case’s evidence constituting the basis for reason indicated in point 17 of

the second section of the grounds for the first instance decision.

Reason for the decision taken by the department of first instance mentioned in point 17 of
the second section of the grounds for the first instance decision in conjunction with
paragraph 2.2.8. of the summons to attend oral proceedings dated October 12, 2023, refers
to the following portion of the amended claim 1: there is only one way to carry Erring Part
through Labyrinth Part with reference to two indicators — the intention concerning kind of
fixing of the two elements and initial step of the connection process to achieve final result
of connection of two parts intention compliant, the system is adapted to achieve result of
connection of the two parts assembled with the same sides and contrary sides, there is a
close link between intention of the final result of connection and initial step of the
connection process that gives possibilities to connect two parts of Labyrinthine fixing

system 8 different ways with possibility of 2 different kinds of results — 4 of the same sides
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and 4 of the contrary sides, when the first step begins from left side, while keeping both parts
front sides when the structure of Labyrinth Part is arranged the way that the two horizontal
channels placed in two identical parts of the Labyrinth Part with the opposite orientation are
placed in the front right side and back left side and the Erring Part is carried the way that the
end of the Erring Part that is adapted to be permanently or temporarily built into a larger or
smaller element is in the step one (S I) from the back side of Labyrinth Part, the connected
elements are of contrary sides, when the first step begins from left side, while keeping both
parts front sides when the structure of Labyrinth Part is arranged the way that the two
horizontal channels placed in to identical parts of the Labyrinth Part with the opposite
orientation are placed in the front right side and back left side, but the Erring Part is carried
the way that the end of the Erring Part that is adapted to be permanently or temporarily built
into a larger or smaller element is in the step one (S I) from the front side of Labyrinth Part,

connected elements are both of the front sides.

The established for the appeal process pursuant to article 106 - 108 EPC in conjunction
with rule 99 EPC case’s evidence constituting the basis for the basis for reason indicated

in point 17 of the second section of the grounds for the first instance decision:

As indicated in letter dated October 14, 2022:

- Added content: there is only one way to carry Erring Part through Labyrinth Part with

reference to two indicators — the intention concerning kind of fixing of the two elements and

initial step of the connection process to achieve final result of connection of two parts

intention compliant. There is a possibility to achieve result of connection of the two parts

assembled with the same sides and contrary sides. There is a close link between intention of

the final result of connection and initial step of the connection process that gives possibilities

to connect two parts of Labyrinthine fixing system 8 different ways with possibility of 2

different results (4 of the same sides and 4 of the contrary sides). When for example the first

step begins from left side, while keeping both parts front sides and the Erring Part is carried

the way as it is shown on the Figure | [3], the connected elements are of contrary sides. When

for example the first step begins from left side, while keeping both parts front sides as it is

shown on the Figure | [3], but the Erring Part is carried the way that the end of the Erring Part

(that can be permanently or temporarily built into a larger or smaller element) is in the step
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one (Figure | [3 Sl]) from the front side of Labyrinth Part, connected elements are both of the

front sides. is based on Claim 14 assembly of Claim 1, Claim 15 assembly of Claim 13
assembly of Claim 1, Claim 16 assembly of Claim 1, Claim 17 assembly of Claim 13
assembly of Claim 1 however it is not said straight but it arose from the claimed features of
the invention and does not constitute the added subject matter but describe the possible
kinds of the final connection, in other words, the results of the invention presented on

drawing (Figure I [3])

i.e claims 14-17 of the following wording as filed:

14. Labyrinthine system of fixing assembly of claim 1, significant by this that the way of
carrying Erring Part through Labyrinth Part is composed of four steps (Figure [3]). The
first is to place the Erring Part in the horizontal orientation presented on the Figure |
point 3 in the place the Labyrinth Part is crosswise separated and carry it through this
channel to the level of two horizontal channels of the size smaller than [a] and bigger
than [b] placed on the opposites sides of the Labyrinth Part in two identical parts of the
Labyrinth Part with the opposite orientation. The second is to rotate Erring Part 90
degrees carrying the Erring Part through two horizontal channels of the size smaller
than [a] and bigger than [b] placed on the opposites sides of the Labyrinth Part in two
identical parts of the Labyrinth Part with the opposite orientation to place it in the space
inside the Labyrinth Part in horizontal orientation, perpendicularly to the Labyrinth Part.
The third step is to rotate Erring Part placed in the space inside the Labyrinth Part in the
horizontal orientation perpendicularly to the Labyrinth Part 90 degrees to place it in a
parallel position to the Labyrinth Part. The fourth step is to rotate Erring Part 90 degrees
and place it in the vertical orientation in Labyrinth Part. The disconnection of Labyrinth
and Erring Parts fixed by Labyrinthine system of fixing is only possible by carrying back
the Erring Part through Labyrinth Part the way it was carried through to be fixed. In the
first step the size not less than [a] of the channel crosswise separating the Labyrinth Part
allows the Erring Part to be curried through this channel in the horizontal position in the
orientation of [b] size of the Erring Part. In this case the Erring Part must to be rotate 90
degrees at the level of two horizontal channels of the size smaller than [a] and bigger
than [b] placed on the opposites sides of the Labyrinth Part in two identical parts of the

Labyrinth Part with the opposite orientation to enter the second step (Figure [3]).
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15. Labyrinthine system of fixing assembly of claim 13 significant by this that the
structure of Labyrinthine system of fixing enables the Erring Part to be carried through
Labyrinth Part by moving the Labyrinth Part crossing four steps of fixing process keeping

Erring Part in the same position.

16. Labyrinthine system of fixing assembly of claim 1, significant by this that the way of
carrying back the Erring Part through Labyrinth Part is composed of four steps (Figure
[3]). The first step is to rotate fixed Erring Part 90 degrees and place it in the horizontal
orientation, parallel to the Labyrinth Part. The second step is to rotate the Erring Part 90
degrees to place it in the horizontal orientation perpendicularly to the Labyrinth Part.
The third step is to carry it through the space inside Labyrinth Part to the level of two
horizontal channels of the size smaller than [a] and bigger than [b] placed on the
opposites sides of the Labyrinth Part in two identical parts of the Labyrinth Part with the
opposite orientation and to rotate Erring Part 90 degrees carrying the Erring Part
through two horizontal channels of the size smaller than [a] and bigger than [b] placed
on the opposites sides of two parts of the Labyrinth Part with the opposite orientation to
place it in the channel of the size not less than [a] the Labyrinth Part is crosswise
separated. The fourth step is to carry Erring Part through this channel to the top for the
purpose of disconnection of Erring and Labyrinth Parts or rotate it 90 degrees and carry
Erring Part through this channel to the top for the purpose of disconnection of Erring

and Labyrinth Part in the orientation of [b] size of the Erring Part.

17. Labyrinthine system of fixing assembly of claim 13, significant by this that the
structure of Labyrinthine system of fixing enables the Erring Part to be carried back
through Labyrinth Part by moving the Labyrinth Part crossing four steps of fixing process

keeping Erring Part in the same position.

and basis for the amendment under article 19 PCT as of October 18, 2018:

Claim 1 has been amended to characterize Labyrinthine system of fixing being the
subject of the invention more precise with the special indication of a structure of its
two parts Labyrinth and Erring parts and the process of connection and disconnection
of these two parts. The basis for this amendment can be found in all originally filed

claims and drawings.
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constitute the basis for the amendment of claim 1 of 23 December 2022.

Reason for the decision to refuse application indicated in point 17 of the second section

of the grounds for the first instance decision.
According to department of first instance disclosure of the whole passage starting there is
only one way to carry Erring Part through Labyrinth Part with reference to two indicators {(..)

until the end of the amended claim 1 cannot be found in application as originally filed.

Misrepresentation of facts consisting in failure to consider material evidence of

amendment i.e. the claims and description of 23 December 2022 received on 26 December
2022 and the drawing of October 14th 2022 constituting the basis for reason indicated in
point 17 of the second section of the grounds for the first instance decision, and basis

indicated in a letter dated October 18, 2018 resulting in ignhoring of the established for the
appeal process pursuant to article 106 - 108 EPC in conjunction with rule 99 EPC case’s
material evidence constituting evidence of the disclosure of the basis for the amendment

in reference to reason indicated in point 17 of the second section of the grounds for the

first instance decision.

Failure to consider evidence established for the appeal process pursuant to article 106 -
108 EPC in conjunction with rule 99 EPC case’s constituting the basis for reason indicated
in point 17 of the second section of the grounds for the first instance decision.

The Board of Appeal failed to consider evidence of the portion of amended claim 1 indicated
by department of first instance as the basis for the reason indicated in point 17 of the
second section of the grounds for the first instance decision in conjunction with point 2.2.8.
of the summons to attend oral proceedings dated October 12, 2023 of the following

wording:

there is only one way to carry Erring Part through Labyrinth Part with reference to two
indicators — the intention concerning kind of fixing of the two elements and initial step of
the connection process to achieve final result of connection of two parts intention compliant,
the system is adapted to achieve result of connection of the two parts assembled with the
same sides and contrary sides, there is a close link between intention of the final result of
connection and initial step of the connection process that gives possibilities to connect two

parts of Labyrinthine fixing system 8 different ways with possibility of 2 different kinds of
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results — 4 of the same sides and 4 of the contrary sides, when the first step begins from left
side, while keeping both parts front sides when the structure of Labyrinth Part is arranged
the way that the two horizontal channels placed in two identical parts of the Labyrinth Part
with the opposite orientation are placed in the front right side and back left side and the
Erring Part is carried the way that the end of the Erring Part that is adapted to be
permanently or temporarily built into a larger or smaller element is in the step one (S |) from
the back side of Labyrinth Part, the connected elements are of contrary sides, when the first
step begins from left side, while keeping both parts front sides when the structure of
Labyrinth Part is arranged the way that the two horizontal channels placed in to identical
parts of the Labyrinth Part with the opposite orientation are placed in the front right side and
back left side, but the Erring Part is carried the way that the end of the Erring Part that is
adapted to be permanently or temporarily built into a larger or smaller element is in the step

one (S 1) from the front side of Labyrinth Part, connected elements are both of the front sides.

where, as explained in point I1.15 and I.16 of the Complaint dated April 2, 2025 indicated as
a basis for the bullet point 7 of the point 1 of the Statement of the grounds of the appeal, it
is explicit disclosed that 8 different ways constitute all possible ways of connecting two parts
with further limited results referring to arrangements of the parts where all possible
structural arrangements of the parts are originally explicit disclosed in the claim 14. Board of
Appeal based on the above evidence formulated reason that amended claim 1 requires 8
different ways of connecting the Erring Part and Labyrinth Part confronting these structural
ways with first and second methods created by Board of Appeals in result of
mischaracterising of the product claim 15 and 14 characterised in the following portion of
the reason indicated in point 3.4 of the decision of the Board of Appeal: Only one way of
connecting is disclosed, with two alternatives: the first described moving the Labyrinth Part
while keeping the Erring Part in the same position, the second described moving the Erring

Part while keeping the Labyrinth Part in the same position.

The Board of Appeal in the line of reasoning with department of the first instance indicated
in point 17.3 of the second section of the grounds for the first instance decision failed to
consider evidence of the portion of amended claim 1 indicated by the department of first

instance as the basis for the reason indicated in point 17 of the second section of the
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grounds for the first instance decision in conjunction with point 2.2.8. of the summons to

attend oral proceedings dated October 12, 2023:

there is only one way to carry Erring Part through Labyrinth Part with reference to two
indicators — the intention concerning kind of fixing of the two elements and initial step of
the connection process to achieve final result of connection of two parts intention compliant,
the system is adapted to achieve result of connection of the two parts assembled with the
same sides and contrary sides, there is a close link between intention of the final result of
connection and initial step of the connection process that gives possibilities to connect two
parts of Labyrinthine fixing system 8 different ways with possibility of 2 different kinds of
results — 4 of the same sides and 4 of the contrary sides, when the first step begins from left
side, while keeping both parts front sides when the structure of Labyrinth Part is arranged
the way that the two horizontal channels placed in two identical parts of the Labyrinth Part
with the opposite orientation are placed in the front right side and back left side and the
Erring Part is carried the way that the end of the Erring Part that is adapted to be
permanently or temporarily built into a larger or smaller element is in the step one (S 1) from
the back side of Labyrinth Part, the connected elements are of contrary sides, when the first
step begins from left side, while keeping both parts front sides when the structure of
Labyrinth Part is arranged the way that the two horizontal channels placed in to identical
parts of the Labyrinth Part with the opposite orientation are placed in the front right side and
back left side, but the Erring Part is carried the way that the end of the Erring Part that is
adapted to be permanently or temporarily built into a larger or smaller element is in the step

one (S 1) from the front side of Labyrinth Part, connected elements are both of the front sides.

where it is explicit disclosed to the skilled person in amended claim 1 that only one way to
carry Erring Part through Labyrinth Part with reference to two indicators — the intention
concerning kind of fixing of the two elements and initial step of the connection process to
achieve final result of connection of two parts intention compliant and a close link between
intention of the final result of connection and initial step of the connection process that
gives possibilities to connect two parts of Labyrinthine fixing system 8 different ways with
possibility of 2 different kinds of results —4 of the same sides and 4 of the contrary sides are
in the structure of the Labyrinth Part and Erring Part arranged in Labyrinthine system of
fixing:
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formed together in open system — Labyrinthine fixing system — containing
complicated route from the first step to the final step of four-steps fixing process of
both parts/elements and back that prevents disconnection without intentional
action (self-disconnection) of two parts/elements connected, significant (distinctive)
by this that a structure of its two parts arranged in Labyrinthine fixing system with
four-steps connection (S 1), (S 11), (S 1), (S IV) /disconnection (SB 1), (SBIl), (SB Ill), (S
B 1V) process fulfill mounting function without locking solution of two
parts/elements: Labyrinth Part (4) and Erring Part (7) according to the intention
concerning kind of final connection and initial step of connection process of its two
parts and enable these two parts: Labyrinth Part (4) and Erring Part (7) to be
assembled according to four-steps connection process with reference to two
indicators — the intention concerning kind of fixing of the two elements and initial
step of the connection process, the structure of Labyrinth Part (4) and Erring Part (7)
of Labyrinthine fixing system with four-steps connection/disconnection process
enable these parts to be connected without locking solution and disconnected only
by the solution that requires intentional action during carrying the Erring Part
through Labyrinth Part and back connecting or disconnecting parts/elements,

by usage of the world there is preceding each of the portions indicating the preceding

portion of the amended claim 1, referring to the original wording of claim 14 as filed by

mentioning according to four-steps connection process:
structure of its two parts arranged in Labyrinthine fixing system with four-steps
connection (S 1), (S 1), (S Ill), (S IV) /disconnection (S B 1), (S B Il), (S B Ill), (S B IV)
process fulfill mounting function without locking solution of two parts/elements:
Labyrinth Part (4) and Erring Part (7) according to the intention concerning kind of
final connection and initial step of connection process of its two parts and enable
these two parts: Labyrinth Part (4) and Erring Part (7) to be assembled according to
four-steps connection process with reference to two indicators — the intention
concerning kind of fixing of the two elements and initial step of the connection

process.

The Board of Appeal due to failure to consider the established for the appeal process

pursuant to article 106 - 108 EPC in conjunction with rule 99 EPC case’s evidence
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constituting the basis for the reason indicated in point 17 of the second section of the
grounds for the first instance decision and to consider the established for the appeal
process pursuant to article 106 - 108 EPC in conjunction with rule 99 EPC case’s evidence
constituting the basis for the basis for reason indicated in point 17 of the second section of
the grounds for the first instance decision failed to consider the evidence of the claim 14 of

the following wording as originally field, ignoring it:

14. Labyrinthine system of fixing assembly of claim 1, significant by this that the way of
carrying Erring Part through Labyrinth Part is composed of four steps (Figure [3]). The
first is to place the Erring Part in the horizontal orientation presented on the Figure |
point 3 in the place the Labyrinth Part is crosswise separated and carry it through this
channel to the level of two horizontal channels of the size smaller than [a] and bigger
than [b] placed on the opposites sides of the Labyrinth Part in two identical parts of the
Labyrinth Part with the opposite orientation. The second is to rotate Erring Part 90
degrees carrying the Erring Part through two horizontal channels of the size smaller
than [a] and bigger than [b] placed on the opposites sides of the Labyrinth Part in two
identical parts of the Labyrinth Part with the opposite orientation to place it in the space
inside the Labyrinth Part in horizontal orientation, perpendicularly to the Labyrinth Part.
The third step is to rotate Erring Part placed in the space inside the Labyrinth Part in the
horizontal orientation perpendicularly to the Labyrinth Part 90 degrees to place it in a
parallel position to the Labyrinth Part. The fourth step is to rotate Erring Part 90 degrees
and place it in the vertical orientation in Labyrinth Part. The disconnection of Labyrinth
and Erring Parts fixed by Labyrinthine system of fixing is only possible by carrying back
the Erring Part through Labyrinth Part the way it was carried through to be fixed. In the
first step the size not less than [a] of the channel crosswise separating the Labyrinth Part
allows the Erring Part to be curried through this channel in the horizontal position in the
orientation of [b] size of the Erring Part. In this case the Erring Part must to be rotate 90
degrees at the level of two horizontal channels of the size smaller than [a] and bigger
than [b] placed on the opposites sides of the Labyrinth Part in two identical parts of the

Labyrinth Part with the opposite orientation to enter the second step (Figure [3]).

— where, as explained in point I1.15 and 11.16 of the Complaint dated April 2, 2025 indicated
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as a basis for the bullet point 7 of the point 1 of the Statement of the grounds of the
appeal, the way of carrying Erring Part through Labyrinth Part is disclosed as structural
arrangement of the parts in each of the sequence of four steps starting from initial
arrangement ending in their final arrangement according to which the initial arrangement
is the Erring Part placed in its horizontal orientation, relative to its vertical orientation when
placed in Labyrinth Part in its final arrangement, in the place where the Labyrinth Part is
crosswise separated where the scope of this claim includes all of possible horizontal
orientations of the Erring Part relative to its vertical orientation when placed in Labyrinth
Part in its final arrangement, placed in the place where the Labyrinth Part is crosswise
separated and final result is the Erring Part placed in its vertical orientation in Labyrinth
Part where the scope of this claim includes all of possible vertical orientations of the Erring
Part placed in Labyrinth Part each of which results from the reconfiguration of the
horizontal orientations of the Erring Part relative to its vertical orientation when placed in
Labyrinth Part in its final arrangement, placed in the place where the Labyrinth Part is
crosswise separated in the sequence of four steps depending on the arrangement of the
parts in initial step what constitutes explicit disclosure of this feature skilled person can
directly and unambiguously derive from its content — as a basis for the portion of the
amendment of the claim 1 disclosing all possible ways of carrying the Erring Part through
the Labyrinth Part equivalent to 8 different possible ways where each of these ways differs
in horizontal orientation of the Erring Part, relative to its vertical orientation when placed in
Labyrinth Part in its final arrangement, in the place where the Labyrinth Part is crosswise

separated.

Mischaracterizing of the claim 15 and 14 constituting the established for the appeal
process pursuant to article 106 - 108 EPC in conjunction with rule 99 EPC case’s material

evidence resulting in failure to consider material evidence constituting evidence of the

disclosure of the basis for the amendment i.e. the claims and description of 23 December
2022 received on 26 December 2022 and the drawing of October 14th 2022 in reference to
reason indicated in point 17 of the second section of the grounds for the first instance
decision upon which the appellant had not had an opportunity to present comments due

to not being provided with the communication under rule 100 EPC due to communication

under rule 100 EPC not being issued.
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The Board of Appeal failed to consider the established for the appeal process pursuant to
article 106 - 108 EPC in conjunction with rule 99 EPC case’s evidence constituting the basis
for reason indicated in point 17 of the second section of the grounds for the first instance
decision and to consider the established for the appeal process pursuant to article 106 -
108 EPC in conjunction with rule 99 EPC case’s evidence constituting the basis for the basis
for reason indicated in point 17 of the second section of the grounds for the first instance
decision by mischaracterizing of the claim 15 and 14.

Despite the fact that in the amended claim 1 there is no reference to claim 15 as originally
filed and the Claim 15 depends on claim 14 what constitute the only reference of the
amended claim 1 to depended claim 15 as originally filed but through claim 14 not being
considered it is reasonable to state, based on the following text of point 3.4 of the decision
of the Board of Appeal: Only one way of connecting is disclosed, with two alternatives: the
first described moving the Labyrinth Part while keeping the Erring Part in the same position,
the second described moving the Erring Part while keeping the Labyrinth Part in the same
position, that the Board of Appeal recognized claim 15 containing further limitation of the
claim 14 eliminating feature concerning movement of the Erring Part from the depended

claim 14 of the following wording as originally filed:

15. Labyrinthine system of fixing assembly of claim 4314 significant by this that the
structure of Labyrinthine system of fixing enables the Erring Part to be carried through
Labyrinth Part by moving the Labyrinth Part crossing four steps of fixing process
keeping Erring Part in the same position.
as a basis for the portion of the amendment of claim 1 indicated by the department of first
instance as the basis for the reason indicated in point 17 of the second section of the
grounds for the first instance decision in conjunction with point 2.2.8. of the summons to
attend oral proceedings dated October 12, 2023, where Board of Appeal failed to basis the
reasoning on the established for the appeal process pursuant to article 106 - 108 EPC in
conjunction with rule 99 EPC case’s evidence i.e. claim 14 explicit disclosed in the portion of
amended claim 1 indicated by the department of first instance as the basis for the reason
indicated in point 17 of the second section of the grounds for the first instance decision in
conjunction with point 2.2.8. of the summons to attend oral proceedings dated October 12,

2023, and indicated as a basis for the amendment in submissions of October 14, 2022.
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Board of Appeal, what based of the following portion of the point 3.4 of the decision of the
Board of Appeal: Only one way of connecting is disclosed, with two alternatives: the first
described moving the Labyrinth Part while keeping the Erring Part in the same position is
reasonable to state, based the reason indicated in point 3.4 of the decision of the Board of
Appeal on the evidence of the claim 15 as originally filed where it is claimed that the
structure of the parts allows the Erring Part to be placed in final position without its
movement eliminating significance of the movement consisting of the sequence of 4
movements consisting of linear movement, 90 degrees rotational movement, 90 degrees
rotational movement, 90 degrees rotational movement of the Erring Part included in

depended claim 14 from among prior art.

Board of Appeal failed to consider the evidence of depended on the claim 14 the claim 15
mischaracterizing this product claim of the structure of the parts allowing the Erring Part to
be placed in final position without its movement as a first method of moving the Labyrinth
Part while keeping the Erring Part in the same position following by formulation of the
following reason: Only one way of connecting is disclosed, with two alternatives: the first
described moving the Labyrinth Part while keeping the Erring Part in the same position
following by mischaracterizing of the product claim 14 on which the claim 15 depends as a
second method of moving the Erring Part while keeping the Labyrinth Part in the same
position following by formulation of the following reason: Only one way of connecting is
disclosed, with two alternatives: the first described moving the Labyrinth Part while keeping
the Erring Part in the same position, the second described moving the Erring Part while

keeping the Labyrinth Part in the same position.

Where based on claim 14 movement of the Erring Part consists of:

- linear movement 1;

- 90 degrees rotational movement 2;
- 90 degrees rotational movement 3;
- 90 degrees rotational movement 4,

in a sequence 1,2,3,4 respectively,

where dependently to the claim 14 it is disclosed in the claim 15 that the structure of

Labyrinthine system of fixing allows the Erring Part not to be moved what eliminates the
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matter concerning the movement in the way of carrying the Erring Part through the
Labyrinth Part of both claims 14 and 15 what does not change the fact that this claim
disclose all possible ways of arrangement of the Erring Part and Labyrinth Part according to

four-steps connection process equivalent to 8 different ways possible.

Both claims 14 and 15 disclose the features of the structure of the Labyrinthine System of
Fixing constituting the product subject matter of the invention disclosed in originally filed
description as: The subject of the invention is the physical work, shaped spatially, in the
form of the system of two parts with the presented structure arranged in labyrinthine
fixing fulfilling a mounting function without locking solution. claimed in the originally filed
independent claim 1 of the following wording: Labyrinthine system of fixing composed of its
two parts: Labyrinth (Figure | [1]) and Erring Part (Figure | [2]) significant by this that the
structure of its parts arranged in Labyrinthine system of fixing fulfills mounting function

(Figure | [3]) of two elements,

where the arrangement of the parts in Labyrinthine system of fixing is disclosed in
depended claim 14 that the way of carrying Erring Part through Labyrinth Part is composed
of four steps (Figure [3]) following by the limitations concerning the arrangement of the
structure of the parts in labyrinthine system of fixing in each of its four steps including the
matter concerning movement of the Erring Part which is further eliminated in the

depended on claim 14 the claim 15.

Reason formulated in result of failure to consider evidence by the Board of Appeal by

ignoring the decision and mischaracterizing.

On the basis of the following evidence of the amended claim 1:

there is only one way to carry Erring Part through Labyrinth Part with reference to two
indicators — the intention concerning kind of fixing of the two elements and initial step of
the connection process to achieve final result of connection of two parts intention compliant,
the system is adapted to achieve result of connection of the two parts assembled with the

same sides and contrary sides, there is a close link between intention of the final result of
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connection and initial step of the connection process that gives possibilities to connect two
parts of Labyrinthine fixing system 8 different ways with possibility of 2 different kinds of
results — 4 of the same sides and 4 of the contrary sides, when the first step begins from left
side, while keeping both parts front sides when the structure of Labyrinth Part is arranged
the way that the two horizontal channels placed in two identical parts of the Labyrinth Part
with the opposite orientation are placed in the front right side and back left side and the
Erring Part is carried the way that the end of the Erring Part that is adapted to be
permanently or temporarily built into a larger or smaller element is in the step one (S |) from
the back side of Labyrinth Part, the connected elements are of contrary sides, when the first
step begins from left side, while keeping both parts front sides when the structure of
Labyrinth Part is arranged the way that the two horizontal channels placed in to identical
parts of the Labyrinth Part with the opposite orientation are placed in the front right side and
back left side, but the Erring Part is carried the way that the end of the Erring Part that is
adapted to be permanently or temporarily built into a larger or smaller element is in the step

one (S ) from the front side of Labyrinth Part, connected elements are both of the front sides.

the Board of Appeal reasoned that amended claim 1 requires “8 different ways” of
connecting the Erring Part and Labyrinth Part — where it is explicit disclosed that 8 different
ways constitute all possible ways of connecting two parts with further limited results
referring to arrangements of the parts, where all possible structural arrangements of the
parts are originally explicit disclosed in the claim 14 — confronting these structural ways with
first and second method created by Board of Appeals in result of mischaracterising of the
product claim 15 and 14 characterised in the following portion of the reason indicated in
point 3.4 of the decision of the Board of Appeal: Only one way of connecting is disclosed,
with two alternatives: the first described moving the Labyrinth Part while keeping the Erring
Part in the same position, the second described moving the Erring Part while keeping the

Labyrinth Part in the same position.

To illustrate the manner of mischaracterizing the below example of amendments of the

claims 15 and 14 reflect the mentioned above reasoning of Board of Appeal:

15. First method of moving of the Labyrinth Part Labyrinthine-system-offixingassembly-of
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steps-of fixing processkeeping-Erring Partinthe sameposition: comprising:

linear movement 1;

90 degrees rotational movement 2;

90 degrees rotational movement 3;

90 degrees rotational movement 4,

in a sequence 1,2,3,4 respectively while keeping the Erring Part in the same position

14. Second method of moving of Labyrinthine—system—offixing—assembly—eof<clim—;
significantby-this-thatthe way of-carppingErring Part through-tabyrinth-Part iscomposed-of

orientationto-enterthesecond-step{Figure-[3}- comprising:
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- linear movement 1

- 90 degrees rotational movement 2

- 90 degrees rotational movement 3

- 90 degrees rotational movement 4

in a sequence 1,2,3,4 respectively while keeping the Labyrinth Part in the same position.

The Board of Appeal reasoned that: “The application as originally filed does, however, not
mention 8 different ways of connecting the Erring Part and Labyrinth Part Only one way of
connecting is disclosed, with two alternatives: the first described moving the Labyrinth Part
while keeping the Erring Part in the same position, the second described moving the Erring
Part while keeping the Labyrinth Part in the same position. This results at most in only two
possible ways of connecting two parts. Therefore, the feature regarding 8 different ways of
connecting the Erring Part and Labyrinth Part constitutes subject-matter which extend

beyond the application as originally filed.”

Violation of article 12(2) PRBA in conjunction with article 113(1) EPC and 113(2) EPC

Board of Appeal deciding on the second request formulated by the Board of Appeal
deciding on the evidence resulting from misrepresentation of facts failed to decide on
requests directed to evidence on which the decision under appeal is based, failing to
examine the appeal based on the case established for the appeal process pursuant to
article 106 - 108 EPC in conjunction with rule 99 EPC achieving result in the line with the
department of first instance but in result of violation of the article 12(2) RPBA and article
113(1) EPC and 113(2) EPC ignoring portion of evidence of the amendment and introducing
mischaracterized evidence of the amendment upon which the appellant had not had an
opportunity to present comments pursuant to article 113(1) EPC due to not being provided
with the communication under rule 100 EPC due to communication under rule 100 EPC not
being issued, without which Board of Appeal could not achieve result the result of

examination division complaint.

Effect on the decision

If the Board of Appeal had decided on the established for the appeal process pursuant to
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article 106 - 108 EPC in conjunction with rule 99 EPC case’s evidence they would have

reached reversed decision.

Material errors of law - conclusion

Discussed above material errors of law result in:

fundamental violation of article 113(1) EPC and 113(2) EPC;

deciding on the appeal without deciding on requests relevant to the Board of
Appeal’s decision resulting from violation of the article 12(2) RPBA and article
113(1) EPC and 113(2) EPC by failing to decide on requests directed to evidence on
which the decision under appeal is based by failing to examine appeal based on the
case established for the appeal process pursuant to article 106 - 108 EPC in
conjunction with rule 99 EPC resulting in achieving result, the result of the first
instance complaint, in result of violation of the article 12(2) RPBA and article 113(1)
EPC and 113(2) EPC;

violation of the article 12(2) PRBA and article 263(5) of the Treaty on the
Functioning of the European Union by failing to examine appeal based on the case
established for the appeal process pursuant to article 106 - 108 EPC in conjunction
with rule 99 EPC resulting in achieving result, the result of the first instance
complaint, in result of violation of the article 12(2) RPBA and article 113(1) EPC and
113(2) EPC;

violation of the article 47 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the EU i.e.
violation of the fundamental right to fair trial by failing to examine appeal on the
case established for the appeal process pursuant to article 106 - 108 EPC in
conjunction with rule 99 EPC resulting from achieving result, the result of the first
instance complaint, in result of violation of the article 12(2) RPBA and article 113(1)

EPC and 113(2) EPC,

without which decision to grant a patent should be taken instead.

On the basis of the above it is reasonable to state that the Board of Appeal formulated the

second reason for deciding on it to achieve result the decision of the first instance
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complaint the only one way of examination of the appeal, allowing it, conducted according

to procedural unfairness.

Ad C.

The first request formulated by the Board of Appeal

In reference to the first request formulated by the Board of Appeal:

First request: the decision under appeal is set aside due to the errors and complaints
regarding the proceedings before the examining division as set out in the statement

of the grounds of appeal;

referring to errors and complaint regarding the proceedings before the examination
division listed in points 2.1.1 — 2.1.7 of the decision of the Board of Appeal, in point 2.2 of
the decision of the Board of Appeal, Board of Appeal decided that: The Board finds that the
errors and complaints raised by the appellant do not justify settings aside the examining
division’s decision. In particular, the Board does not consider there to be a procedural

violation or a violation of the right to be heard under article 113(1) EPC.

As mentioned during discussion on:
Fundamental procedural defect consisting in deciding on the appeal without
deciding on requests relevant to that decision, consist in deciding on the appeal
without deciding on requests relevant to decision occurring in conjunction with
violation of the rule 102 (e) by inclusion of the requests formulated by the Board of
Appeal as Appellant’s requests in decision of the Board of Appeal, when the Board
of Appeal formulated and decided on requests indicated by the Board of Appeal in
point Il of Summary of Facts and Submission section of the Grounds for the decision
of the Board of Appeal as Appellant’s requests on appeal, different than indicated
by Appellant in the statement of the grounds of the appeal and formulated on the
basis of requests indicated by the Appellant in statement of the grounds of the

appeal,
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based on point 2.2.8 of the decision of the Board of Appeal it is reasonable to state that the
indicator | established by Board of Appeal indicates weather the reason or its portion
indicated in the statement of the Grounds for the Appeal refers to substantive reason or

procedural issue.

Based on Appellant’s requests reasons are to be distributed according to effect on the

validity of the decision taken by the Board of Appeal.

According to indicator established by the Board of Appeal all of the reasons concerning

procedural issues refer to substantive merits.

In point 2.2.8 of the decision of the Board of Appeal the Board of Appeal refers to,
discussed above, the second request formulated by the board of appeal on which Board of

Appeal decided in point 3 of their decision.

In point 2.2.8 of the decision of the Board of Appeal it is mentioned that: the board of
appeal is aware of the fact that sixth bullet point also refers to Points I, 1.1, 1.12, 1113 of the
Complaint. These points of the Complaint concern, inter alia, procedural issues which have
been addressed in the present decision under the appellant’s first request (the request was

formulated by Board of Appeal and does not constitute the appellant’s request) as follows:

Point I. of the complaint relates to the international phase and has been addressed
under point 2.1.1 and Point 2.2.1

- Point 1.1 of the Complaint has been addressed under point 2.2.2, above;

- Point 11.12 of the Complaint has been addressed under point 2.2.2 and Point 2.2.4,
above;

- Point 11.13 of the Complaint has been addressed under Point 2.2.4, above.

The indicator established by Board of Appeal indicates weather the reason or its portion
indicated in the Statement of the grounds for the appeal refers to substantive reason or
procedural issue.

According to indicator established by the Board of Appeal all of the reasons concerning
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procedural issues refer to substantive merits.

Failure to assign evidence to requests formulated by the Board of Appeal

Board of appeal failed to formulate in point 3.1 of the decision of the Board of Appeal basis
for the second request formulated by the Board of Appeal due to following reason:

- the Board of Appeal assigning basis to formulated by the Board of Appeal second
request — based on the basis for the reasons indicated in bullet points 6, 7 of the
point 1 of the Statement of the grounds of the Appeal, assigned to sixth bullet point
of the point 1 of the Statement of the grounds of the appeal in reference to
falsification of the expertise this reason refers to and to seventh bullet point of the
point 1 of the Statement of the grounds of the appeal in reference to baselessness
of the reasons for the first instance decision — excluded basis of the bullet points 1-5
of the point 1 of the Statement of the grounds of the appeal directed to addressed
under the points 2.1 — 2.2.7. of the decision of the Board of Appeal points of the
Complaint dated April 2, 2025 i.e. point Il, and I1.2, 1.5 included.

Board of Appeal failed to establish correct relation between the requests resulting in failure
in directing requests formulated by the Board of Appeal to the correct evidence on which
the decision under appeal was based failing to review the decision based on the case
established for the appeal process pursuant to article 106 - 108 EPC in conjunction with rule
99 EPC. The Board of Appeal achieved result in the line with the department of first
instance: In the line with examining division’s decision referring to the point 16 of the
decision under appeal, the feature regarding two indicators constitutes subject-matter
which extends beyond the content of the application as originally filed but in result of
violation of the article 12(2) RPBA and article 113(1) EPC directed to evidence assigned in
result of incorrect establishment of the relation between requests upon which the
appellant had not had an opportunity to present comments article 113(1) EPC due to not
being provided with the communication under rule 100 EPC due to communication under
rule 100 EPC not being issued, without which the Board of Appeal could not achieve result

the result of the department of first instance complaint.
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Failure to consider evidence related to the second request formulated by the Board of

Appeal deciding on the first request formulated by the Board of Appeal.

The Board of Appeal deciding on the first request failed to consider evidence of the point
II.5 of the Complaint dated April 2, 2025 addressed under point 2.1.3 and point 2.2.2 and
2.2.3 of the decision of the Board of Appeal as related to the second request in point 2.2.8
of the decision of the Board of Appeal and failed to consider its content in relation to
evidence reasoning of which resulted in material errors of law discussed in portion of the

present document concerning the second request formulated by the Board of Appeal.

Based on following facts:
In point 1.5 of the Complaint dated April 2, 2025 in a portion concluding facts proved in
point I1.5 under a bullet point 3 there is mentioned that:

- in relation with factual state detailed in point I.12. of the present document in the
view of the fact detailed in point Il.1. of the present document concerning false
expertise contained in the communication dated September 6“’, 2022 (attachment
11.) resulting in this that Authority decided that the patent will be granted in the
case my invention is claimed as something different than it is, prove that | was
deprived of the right to be heard in the view of Art. 113(1) EPC during oral
proceedings not being allowed to say this what the oral proceedings was requested

for during the phone conversation on November 14, 2022;

According to cited evidence:

1.1. In communication dated September 6th, 2022 (attachment 11.) | was invited to contact
Examiner by phone about my application with a view to preparing my replay as written in
this communication along with this that it appeared to Examiners that: “eventually an
acceptable method claim could be drafted based on the disclosure as originally filed (4 -
steps installation and uninstallation method) including appropriate structural features of
the device” where my invention has no features of installation. In replay to this
communication | prepared two files indicating the basis for all the amendments made in
Claims (attachment 12., 13.) and Description document (attachment 14., 15.) and |

submitted them on October 14, 2022 with the response to the communication dated
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September 6th, 2022 (attachment 16.) containing arguments to objections raised in this
communication and amended drawing. In this submission as of October 14, 2022
(attachment 16.) | asked for the discussion concerning Remarks section of the
communication dated September 6th, 2022 (attachment 11.): “I would like to ask Examiner
for the discussion concerning Remarks section of the communication dated September 9th,
2022 after becoming familiar with the present Response and sheets enclosed to discuss as
well further objections if needed. Referring to the method of installation/uninstalation
proposed by Examiner | would like to mention that by the installation can be defined the
concept of building the parts of Labyrinthine System of Fixing in elements which demand
fixing which is beyond the subject of the invention. Labyrinthine System of Fixing is build in
products of my company and the pioneering product with Labyrinthine System of Fixing built
in is implant (small frame for the visual composition embedment) and accessory which is bag.
The implant is connected by Labyrinthine System of Fixing with the bag what is available at
www.pintor.pl/en/pinacotheca-3/implants-and-accessories/ . “ Than | phoned Examiner and
conversation to discuss this submission dated October 14, 2022 (attachment 16.) was
scheduled to take place on November 14, 2022 and it took place on that day. During this
conversation objections were discussed and when | finally asked Examiner a direct question:
“what’s the problem?” he answered that amendments cannot go beyond the disclosure in
application originally filed but without any precise objections or indication of even one of the
examples, in the view of the submitted on October 14, 2022 (attachment 16.) arguments to
his objections contained in communication dated September 6th, 2022 (attachment 11.),
which could support this what he said and finally he said to me also without any basis for his
statement that | do what | cannot. The only specified objection concerning the submission
dated October 14th, 2022 (attachment 16.) concerned the word “assembly” to be amended
into “according to”. During this phone conversation on November 14, 2022 | explained to
Examiner why | cannot amend four steps connection/disconnection process originally
disclosed in my application into “installation/uninstallation process and why the
connection of the parts of my invention is not the method and | proposed video meeting in
which | intended to present the features of my invention which are not the features of
installation contrary to this what had appeared to Authority during examination process
and was included in communication dated September 6th, 2022 (attachment 11.) on the

example of an embodiment of this invention. In result of this conversation concerning the
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submission of October 14th, 2022 (attachment 16.) containing response containing
arguments to all of the objections, amendment of the drawing and additional files with
indication of the basis for all of the amendments made in my application, | submitted
amendment on December 26, 2022 (attachment 17.) with letter attached with listed

amendments and indications of the basis for the amendments (attachment 18.).

11.12. During the oral proceedings taking place on November 28, 2024 in the view of the
false expertise contained in the communication dated September 6" 2022 (attachment
11.) detailed in point Il.1. of the present document resulting in this that Authority decided
that the patent will be granted in the case my invention is claimed as something different
than it is | was deprived of the right to be heard in the view of Art. 113(1) EPC not being
allowed to say this what the oral proceedings was requested for during the phone
conversation on November 14, 2022. When | mentioned that | would like to present this
that my invention has no features of installation | was said that first | have to explain what
does it mean that my invention can be connected according to two indicators in 8 different
ways what according to Authority was not disclosed in application originally filed. |
presented it on the sample which was an embodiment of my invention and | presented
element into which labyrinth part was built in. On this example | presented the element
which is not the subject of my invention (my invention is built into it) but | used it for the
better understanding to show that the parts can be connected the ways that the element
can be front or back side and two elements accordingly as the same concerns the element
into which Erring Part can be built in as the result of the connection via Labyrinthine Fixing
System (the same concerns the parts). | presented 2 different kinds of results which can be
achieved — 4 of the same sides and 4 of the contrary sides. | presented the way of
connection and | explained that the parts can be connected 8 different ways according to
two indicators which is initial step and final result and this that there is one way to connect
it starting from given initial step achieving final result. | said and shown that the result of
connection can be front/front, front/back, back/front, back/back (what is an equivalent of
the statement that 2 different kinds of results are when the parts/elements connected are
of the same sides or of the contrary sides) due to the 8 possible ways of connection and the

result depends on which way of connection is chosen in initial step of connection. This is in
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accordance with the proper expertise concerning the features of my invention as originally
filed and the amendment.

The above fact proves this that this what | said and presented during oral proceedings is
different than this what Authority states in the point 16.2 of Grounds for the decision
(attachment 30.): “the Applicant explained that there are eight different ways to connect
the two parts (Erring Part and Labyrinth Part) with each other, depending on the orientation
of each part before starting the connection process (front/front, front/back, back/front,
back/back) and after completing the connection process, and further depending on which of
the two parts is the one moving around the other.” Which is wrong also because the result
of connection depends on initial step and the initial step determine the way of connection in
the case of connection intention complaint as claimed in amended Claim 1 “there is a close
link between intention of the final result of connection and initial step of the connection
process that gives possibilities to connect two parts of Labyrinthine fixing system 8 different
ways with possibility of 2 different kinds of results — 4 of the same sides and 4 of the
contrary sides,”. During oral proceedings taking place on November 28™ 2024 | wanted to
present the connection intention complaint but | started from the wrong position of the
Erring Part and | achieved the result which was not intention complaint and | changed the
position of the Erring Part and | achieved the connection intention complaint. | could change
the orientation of the Labyrinth part (if sufficient) what would change the position of the
Erring Part but | did this by the change of the position of the Erring Part. The horizontal
position of the Erring Part as claimed in Claim 14 originally filed is capable of 8 different
positions what results in 8 initial steps and 8 ways of connection as proved in point 11.15.,
11.16. of the present document but none of the ways depends on which of the two parts is
the one moving around the other and it was not said by me during oral proceeding and it is
not the feature of my invention as described in description and claimed. | have not said that
“there are eight different ways to connect the two parts (Erring Part and Labyrinth Part)
with each other [...] depending on which of the two parts is the one moving around the
other.” because in the view of above explanation it is untrue.

The above fact in relation with the fact detailed in point I.14. of the present document in
the view of the fact detailed in point Il.1. of the present document concerning false expertise
contained in the communication dated September 6" 2022 (attachment 11.) resulting in

this that Authority decided that the patent will be granted in the case my invention is
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claimed as something different than it is, proves that the manner of conducting of the oral
proceedings manifests deprivation of the right to be heard Art. 113(1) EPC (to present the
content related to the purpose of oral proceedings which was the presentation of the
features of my invention which are not the features of installation against Examiners’
expertise contained in communication dated September 9, 2022) and Document of Grounds
(attachment 30.) for the decision notified on December 9, 2024 (attachment 31.) and
December 16th, 2024 (attachment 32.) contains in its point 16.2 content which is not in
agreement with the factual status, constitutes falsification of my statement and contains

false expertise of the features of my invention which were not presented.

Appellant was deprived of the right to be heard on arguing that subject matter of Appellant’s
invention is not a method. As indicated on the example of the Board of Appeal in discussion
related to the second request formulated by the Board of Appeal, similar material errors of
law caused the department of first instance to reach their decision of the refusal of

Appellant’s application.

In the view of the above Appellant should be given by the Board of Appeal an opportunity to
comment on subject matter of Appellant’s invention deciding on the second request
formulated by the Board of Appeal upon issues resulting in between in misrepresentation of

facts or mischaracterizing of the claims as originally filed.

Appellant has not been given the opportunity to comment upon subject matter of
Appellant’s invention by the Board of Appeal pursuant to Article 113(1) EPC due to not being
provided with the communication under rule 100 EPC due to communication under rule 100
EPC not being issued. The Board of Appeal doubled the violation of the right to be heard
pursuant to Article 113(1) EPC.

Board of Appeal stats in point 2.2.2 of their decision in reference to point 2.1.2 of their
decision that: The appellant submitted that the oral proceedings before the examination
division did not cover the topic for which she had requested oral proceedings I(see above
point 2.1.2). According to the appellant, she had requested oral proceedings to discuss the
“remarks” section of the division’s communication of 6 September 2022 stating in the

conclusion that: These allegations do nt demonstrate that a procedural violation occurred

58



and, in particular, do not amount to a violation of the appellant’s right to be heard. The
examining summoned the appellant to oral proceedings setting out in the annex to the
summons what issues would be discussed — in particular, the question of added-matter under

Article 123(2).

Based on the above, the Board of Appeals states that Appellant was heard on the issues
setting out in the summons i.e. amendment of the independent claim 1 contained subject-
matter extending beyond the content of the application as filed, contrary to Article 123(2)
EPC, and lacking clarity, contrary to Article 84 EPC constituting the reason of the refusal of
the application i.e. the claims and description of 23 December 2022 received on 26
December 2022 and the drawing of October 14" 2022: the examining division refused the
application because the subject-matter of independent claim 1 contained subject-matter
which extended beyond the content of the application as filed, contrary to Article 123(2) EPC,
and claim 1 also lack clarity, contrary to Article 84 EPC, as written down in the conclusion of

the point 3.3 of the section of Reasons for the Decision.

Violation of article 12(2) PRBA and doubled violation of article 113(1) EPC

Board of Appeal deciding on the first request formulated by the Board of Appeal failed to
consider point II.5 of the Complaint dated April 2, 2025 as an evidence the second request
is directed to, strictly as the evidence on which reasoning in deciding on the second request
formulated by the Board of Appeal, resulting in mischaracterizing discussed in the portion
of the present document concerning second request formulated by the Board of Appeal, is

based.

Based on incorrectly established relation between the requests formulated by the Board of
Appeal resulting in direction of the requests formulated by the Board of Appeal to the
incorrect evidence on which the decision under appeal is based Board of Appeal failed to
consider point 1.5 of the Complaint of April 2, 2025 and doubled the violation of the right
to be heard under article 113(1) EPC failing to ensure appellant’s opportunity to present
comments pursuant to article 113(1) EPC. Appellant was not provided with the
communication under rule 100 EPC due to communication under rule 100 EPC not being

issued.
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Effect on the decision

Based on correctly established relation between the requests resulting in direction of the
requests formulated by the Board of Appeal to the correct evidence on which the decision
under appeal is based the Board of Appeal having decided reversely on the second request
formulated by the Board of Appeal, the Board of Appeal would also have decided reversely
on the first request.

Board of Appeal achieved result in the line of the department of first instance but in result
of violation of the article 12(2) RPBA and article 113(1) EPC deciding on the requests
formulated by the Board of Appeal directed to incorrect evidence assigned in result of
incorrect establishment of the relation between requests upon which the appellant had not
had an opportunity to present comments pursuant to article 113(1) EPC due to not being
provided with the communication under rule 100 EPC due to communication under rule
100 EPC not being issued, without which the Board of Appeal could not achieve result the

result of examination division complaint.

Multiplied violation of the right to be heard article 113(1) EPC related to hearing on

subject matter of the invention.

As indicated in the evidence of the point | of the Complaint related to the second request
formulated by the Board of Appeal, the problem concerning subject matter of my invention
clearly defined in description document as following: The subject of the invention is the
physical work, shaped spatially, in the form of the system of two parts with the presented
structure arranged in labyrinthine fixing fulfilling a mounting function without locking
solution originates in international phase where several substantial errors were committed
by EPO acting as ISA and IPEA related to it and this problem is related to several violation of
the right to be heard pursuant to article 113 (1) EPC resulting in decision to refuse of
Appellant’s application due to issues concerning added-matter under Article 123(2) reached

in result of gross procedural violations.

In written opinion of the international searching authority in Re Item V there is stated that:

As an indication of a direction to follow concerning amendments to avoid a negative
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statement in the international preliminary examination report if a demand for international
preliminary examination is filed, it is mentioned that the four — step — connection and —
disconnection method appears to be promising. In this case, great care has to be taken that

amendments do not go beyond the disclosure in the international application as filed.

It is noted that this suggestion is only for assisting the applicant in his decision on how to
proceed. In no way precludes consideration of alternative solutions submitted the applicant.
The responsibility for determining the text of the application and in particular for defining the

subject-matter for which protection is sought remains whit the applicant.

In the part of International Preliminary Report on Patentability which was not included in
ISR which was also included in Written Opinion dated October 15", 2019 which | was not
provided with, there in stated that: “It is acknowledged that amended claim 1 as of 13-9-
2019 and/or 18-10-2019 discloses a device that is different from each of the devices known
from D1-D4, mainly due to the two horizontal channels placed not at the end of the channel
crosswise separating Labyrinth Part. The technical effect of this feature disclosed in the o.f.
description, namely that an intentional action is required while the Erring Part is carried
through and back by the marked up way to prevent unintentional disconnection of
Labyrinth and Erring Parts, is not clear to the Examining Division. It appears that the “dead
end” of the channel that separates the Labyrinth Part crosswise has an effect during
connection, but not during disconnection. Therefore it is assessed that no surprising effect is
due to this feature and amended claim 1 is not inventive over the prior art (Article 33(1)
PCT, Article 33(3) PCT)”.

The assessment from the WOISA is maintained in that it appears difficult to create an
allowable product claim out of the content of the application as originally filed that is clear,
new, inventive and does not extend beyond the content of the application as filed.

It appears however possible to formulate a claim directed to a “Method of mounting a
labyrinth system...” comprising four steps. It is however of outmost importance not to
introduce subject-matter which extends beyond the content of the application as filed,

contrary to Article 32(2) (b) PCT.

61



Appellant demanded International Preliminary Examination based on the amendment under
article 19 PCT to overcome authority’s objections concerning novelty, inventive step and

clarity to make it clear that the subject matter of my invention is not a method but product.

As documented in point | of the Complaint of April 2, 2025 International Preliminary Report

on Patentability is invalid due to being developed as the result of violation of:

1. article 113(1) EPC:

a. consisting in deprivation of the right to respond to the document of Witten
Opinion dated October 15" 2019 preceding completion of the International
Preliminary Report on Patentability being the evidence on which, in the case
of lack of response, the International Preliminary Report on Patentability is
based, due to lack of providing Appellant with Witten Opinion dated October
15™ 2019 required under article 34 (2)(c) PCT due to content included:

i. in section Re Item 1 concerning the basis for the report concerning
amendment under article 19 PCT objected as introducing subject
matter extending beyond the content of the application as filed;

ii. in section Re Iltem V “It is acknowledged that amended claim 1 as of
13-9-2019 and/or 18-10-2019 discloses a device that is different from
each of the devices known from D1-D4, mainly due to the two
horizontal channels placed not at the end of the channel crosswise
separating Labyrinth Part. The technical effect of this feature
disclosed in the o.f. description, namely that an intentional action is
required while the Erring Part is carried through and back by the
marked up way to prevent unintentional disconnection of Labyrinth
and Erring Parts, is not clear to the Examining Division. It appears
that the “dead end” of the channel that separates the Labyrinth Part
crosswise has an effect during connection, but not during
disconnection. Therefore it is assessed that no surprising effect is due
to this feature and amended claim 1 is not inventive over the prior art
(Article 33(1) PCT, Article 33(3) PCT)”;

b. consisting in deprivation of the right to amend application under article 19

PCT resulted from violation of the Rule 137(3) EPC due to discussion on both
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2.

amendment and application as originally filed in International Preliminary
Report on Patentability based on application as originally filed resulting from
uncertainty about the basis what in the view on the below discussion on the
second request formulated by the Board of Appeal in the portion of the
present document referring to bullet point B of the point 2 of the present
section of the present document, occurred violating Rule 137(3) EPC,
rule 48(1)(a) PCT and Rule 35(1)(d) EPC due to including following portion including
language promoting violence in section Re Item V “It is acknowledged that amended
claim 1 as of 13-9-2019 and/or 18-10-2019 discloses a device that is different from
each of the devices known from D1-D4, mainly due to the two horizontal channels
placed not at the end of the channel crosswise separating Labyrinth Part. The
technical effect of this feature disclosed in the o.f. description, namely that an
intentional action is required while the Erring Part is carried through and back by the
marked up way to prevent unintentional disconnection of Labyrinth and Erring Parts,
is not clear to the Examining Division. It appears that the “dead end” of the channel
that separates the Labyrinth Part crosswise has an effect during connection, but not
during disconnection. Therefore it is assessed that no surprising effect is due to this
feature and amended claim 1 is not inventive over the prior art (Article 33(1) PCT,
Article 33(3) PCT)”;
article 33(1) PCT due to inclusion of false expertise in International Preliminary
Report on Patentability document for the different purpose than specified in article
33(1) PCT - rename of the part of the structure defined interchangeably as extended
way (Claim 6 as originally filed) into “dead end” is not the objective of the

international preliminary examination.

Before the Board of Appeal mischaracterized subject matter of Appellant’s invention into
method upon which Appellant had not had an opportunity to present comments pursuant
to Article 113(1) EPC due to not being provided with the communication under rule 100
EPC due to communication under rule 100 EPC not being issued. Appellant had been

deprived of the right to comment on it during each of the phases.

In reference to this doubled violation of the article 113(1) EPC by the Board of Appeal
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states:

in the point 2.2.1 of their decision in reference to the point 2.1.1.: During the
International Phase, the EPO made several errors, particularly with regard to the
International Preliminary Examination Repot on Patentability (IPER) (see grounds of
appeal, Point 1, first bullet point with reference to Point 1, first bullet point with
reference to Point I. of the Complaint and to Attachment 1, i.e. the IPER, and
Attachment 30, i.e. the decision under appeal) of their decision states that: As to the
alleged errors in the international phase (see above Point 2.1.1), the Board is not
competent to deal with these issues. The Board of Appeal do not have the
competence to correct errors or procedural violations committed by the EPO acting
as the International Search Authority (ISA) or International Preliminary Examination
Authority (IPEA) during the international phase under the Patent Cooperation Treaty
(see J 14/98, J 15/91, J 10/15). In the absence of any special provisions in the EPC
(for example, former Article 153(3) EPC 1973), the Board'’s jurisdiction is limited to
decisions made by the EPO in its capacity as European patent granting authority

during the European phase;

in the point 2.2.2 of their decision that Appellant was summoned to be heard on in
particular, the question of added-matter under Article 123(2) EPC and Appellant was
heard on this matter not being deprived of the right to be heard on the requested
by Appellant’s matter that the subject matter of Appellant’s invention is not the

method,

deciding in point 2.2 of their decision that: The Board finds that the errors and complaints

raised by the appellant do not justify settings aside the examining division’s decision. In

particular, the Board does not consider there to be a procedural violation or a violation of

the right to be heard under article 113(1) EPC.

Based on the provided evidence and as discussed in the portion of the present document

referring to bullet point A of the point 2 of the present section of the present document

gross procedural violation occurred during international phase. The Board of Appeal

deciding on the second request when gross procedural violation occurred to rule on which

is not

in a competence of the Board of Appeals violated article 47 of the Charter of
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Fundamental Rights of the EU.

The Board of Appeal decided on the first request formulated by the Board of Appeal not

deciding on reason indicated in bullet point 1 of the point 1 of the Statement of the ground

of the appeal, not deciding on the first request formulated by the Appellant.

Ad D.

Tampering with evidence

Points of the Complaint of April 2, 2025 listed by the Board of Appeal in point 2.2.8 of their
decision except 11.25 and I1.27 are prescribed by the Board of Appeal from the Statement of
the grounds of the appeal concerning reason indicated under sixth bullet point of the point

1 assigned to sixth bullet in reference to falsification of the expertise this reason refers to.

The Board of Appeal formulating requests according to indicator | and deciding on both
formulated by the Board of Appeal requests achieved result the decision of the department
of first instance complaint but resulted from fundamental procedural defects.

Deciding on the first request formulated by the Board of Appeal of the content resulted
from distribution of the reasons and basis according to the indicator I, in the point 2.2.8 of
the decision of the Board of Appeal it is read that the Board of Appeal is not aware of the
fact that the sixth bullet point of the point 1 of the Statement of the grounds of the appeal
of the following wording: - based on false expertise as specified in point 1., II.1., 11.12., 11.13.,
11.25., 11.27. of the Complaint dated April 2, 2025, also refers, inter alia, to point 1.25 of the
Complaint dated April 2, 2025.

Point 11.25 of the Complaint of April 2, 2025 has been addressed under none of the points 2
- 2.3 of the decision of the Board of Appeal concerning first request formulated by the

Board of Appeal.

Point 11.25 of the Complaint of April 2, 2025 is of the following wording:
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11.25. Authority justifies decision notified on December 9th, 2024 (attachment 31.) and
December 16, 2024 (attachment 32.) to refuse my application referring in point 17.3 of the
document of the Grounds for the decision dated December 16, 2024 (attachment 30.) to
falsified statement on my speech the fact of which is detailed in point 11.13. of the present
document stating in the further part of the text of point 17.3 of the document of the Grounds
for the decision dated December 16, 2024 (attachment 30.) that in my invention there are
two different ways of connecting the two parts which are considering to be disclosed in the
originally filed application document what in the in the view of claims 1-17 originally filed
and point 11.13., 11.15, Il.16., 11.17., 11,18., 11.19., 11.20., 11.21., 11.22. 11.23., 11.24 of the present
document constitutes false expertise. In the view of claims 1-17 originally filed and point
I1.13., 11.15, Il.16., 11.17., 11,18., 11.19., 11.20., 11.21., 11.22. 11.23., 11.24 of the present document |
claim the structure of the system comprising two parts of the claimed structure allowing the
parts to be connected 8 different ways through four steps connection process an there is only

one way of connection with reference to two indicators which is clear.

The above fact in relation with points 11.13., 11.15, Il.16., 11.17., 1,,18., 11.19., 11.20., 11.21., 11.22.
11.23., 11.24 of the present document proves that document of the Grounds for the decision
dated December 16, 2024 (attachment 30.) in point 17.3 contains false expertise and
falsification of the statement | said during oral proceedings took place on November 28,

2024.

Point 11.25 of the Complaint of April 2, 2025 refers to point 11.13 of the Complaint of April 2,
2025 addressed under point 2.2.4. of the decision of the Board of Appeal where the Board of
Appeal states that: The Appellant submitted that the examining division had incorrectly
summarized her arguments in the decision and had thus relied on “falsified facts” (see above
Point 2.1.4.). In this context, the appellant referred to point I11.12 and 11.13 of the Complaint,
in which she alleged that the examining division’s decision contained inaccurate summaries

of her statements during the oral proceedings.

However, the Board cannot verify what the appellant said at the oral proceedings before
examining division. Rather, it is for the appellant to clarify on appeal what she said at the
oral proceedings and what her arguments were (as was done by the appellant), so that the

Board can review the decision in light of these clarified arguments, if necessary. Therefore
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even if the summaries of the appellant’s statements were not entirely accurate, this would in
the present case not constitute a procedural violation sufficient, as such, to justify setting

aside the decision.

Board of Appeal failed to consider point 11.25 of the Complaint of April 2, 2025 where it is
indicated the impact of this falsified sentence on the following portion of the reasoning for

decision of the department of first instance to be reached.

The falsified statement constituting essential of the following wording “During oral
proceedings on 28.11.2024, the applicant explained that the originally filed disclosure
contains general working principle of the invention and that the eight different ways are the
direct result of it.” to which following portion of the reason indicated in point 17.3 of the
grounds for the first instance decision is directed written down as Applicant’s statement in
exchange of this what had been said by Applicant i.e.: in result of correct examination
process of the application as originally filed it should be examined that the parts can be
connected 8 different ways constitutes the basis for further reason confronting this
statement. The following portion is as follows: The examining division was not convinced by
the applicant’s arguments: as far as this passage of the claim can be understood, it claims 8
different ways to connect Erring Part and Labyrinth Part. However, there is only one way
shown in the drawings and described in the description with the additional information, that
instead of moving the Erring Part and keeping the Labyrinth Part in the same position, it may
be done by moving the Labyrinth Part and keeping the Erring Part in the same position
instead. That would sum up 4 of two different ways of connecting e two parts which are

considered to be disclosed in the originally filed application documents, but not eight.

In the part of the present document concerning discussion on the second request
formulated by the Board of Appeal it is mentioned that the basis for the portion of the
amendment being submitted is claim 14 and proper consideration of the amendment leads
to the background disclosed to skilled person that 8 different ways of connection results

from the structure of the parts.

Board of Appeal considering point 11.13 of the complaint states that: the Board cannot verify
what the appellant said at the oral proceedings tempering with evidence of minutes of the

oral proceedings took place on November 28, 2024 constituting pursuant to article 12 (1) (e)
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PRBA the basis for the process of appeal where according to Section 10.3 of the European
Patent Office (EPO) Guidelines (Part E, Chapter Ill) as: Vague or general statements are to be
avoided. Statements crucial to the decision must be correctly recorded. The sentence written
down as applicant’s sentence confronting by the following portion of the reason for decision
to refuse Applicant’s application being crucial for the decision should be recorded in Minutes
document. Minutes document has been issued with no information concerning substantive
merits failing their purpose as legal evidence of the proceedings due to being issued by
department of first instance in a manner violating Rule 124(1) EPC, resulting in violation of
the article 12 (1) (e) PRBP. Reasons indicated in bullet 5, 6, 7 are of the content directed to
Minutes document of oral proceedings took place on November 28, 2024. The obligation to
provide written reasons for the decision under the Rule 111(2) cannot be verified resulting in

fundamental procedural defect completely invalidating decision.

Effect on the decision

In the view of the fact that the obligation to provide written reasons for the decision under
the Rule 111(2) cannot be verified resulting in fundamental procedural defect completely
invalidating decision the Board of Appeal should set aside decision taken by first instance

deciding on the first request formulated by the Board of Appeal.

The Board of Appeal achieved result in the line with the department of first instance but in

result of violation of the article 12(1)(e) RPBA resulting in fundamental procedural defect.

Based on above discussed facts, evidence and arguments | submit as in the beginning.

Best Regards,
/Magdalena Kubik/

Attachments in addition to attachments attached to the Statement of the grounds of
appeal:
1. Letter dealing with oral proceedings during the appeal procedure.

2. Summons to oral proceeding pursuant to rule 115(1) RPBA
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Magdalena Kubik

Ul. Kreta 6, 69-124 Krezce, Poland

February 28th, 2026

EUROPEAN PATENT OFFICE
Boards of Appeal

European Application number: 17849813.5

Dear Sirs,

referring to my letter dated February 25" 2026 and responding to form F3011.01 following
form F3010 dated February 24, 2026 concerning oral proceedings’ summons and its
content | understand that there are no questions | could answer to in writing. The grounds
of appeal are sufficiently presented and supported by evidence including complaint
containing 425 pages of content concerning patent process in writing and | would like to
make an advantage of my right to not to present my case orally having nothing extending
beyond the content of the case as written down to say especially that either reversing or
remaining in force decision of examining division decision of the Board of Appeal can not be
legally valid in this patent process and the only resolution is the patent process of my
application to be corrected by Principal Directorate Customer Journey as claimed or in a
civil court against EPO including Board of Appeal. | have taken part in several customer
journeys for the purpose of EPO’s patent process of my invention which give in total travel
of about 20000 km long during which nothing else than intention has been successfully
determined in the view of submitted arguments, amendments and interactions being
evidenced in the content of responses and complaint document attached to the grounds of
appeal.

To make it clear | inform that | will not attend the oral proceedings on December 10™, 2026.
Best regards,

/Magdalena Kubik/
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KUBIK, Magdalena

Appeal number: T0535/25-3.2.08

Summons to oral proceedings pursuant to Rule 115(1) EPC

You are hereby summoned to the oral proceedings concerning the above appeal.
The proceedings are scheduled to take place

on 10.12.26 at 09:00 hrs

Bob-van-Benthem-Platz 1, 80469 Munich (DE)

The proceedings will be public.

Upon arrival, please consult the notice board at reception for the number of the room in which
the oral proceedings will be held.

You are requested to make your way to the appointed room at least 10 minutes
before the hearing.

Registered letter

EPO Form 3011.1 01/26 1/2
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You are furthermore reminded of the following:

- if a party who has been duly summoned to oral proceedings does not appear,
the proceedings may continue without that party (Rule 115(2) EPC).

- oral proceedings will only be postponed at the request of a party for serious
reasons (see Article 15(2) of the Rules of Procedure of the Boards of Appeal of the
European Patent Office).

- as regards filing authorisations for representatives or company employees, see Decision of the
President of the EPO dated 07.07.2025, OJ EPO 2025, A45 and Notice from the EPO dated
07.07.2025, OJ EPO, A47.

- concerning the language of the proceedings, attention is drawn to Rule 4 EPC.
Notice given pursuant to Rule 4(1) EPC before the first instance is not valid in
proceedings before the Boards of Appeal.

- attention is drawn to Rule 103(3)(a), (4)(a) and (c) EPC, according to which it is
possible, under certain circumstances, to obtain a partial reimbursement of the appeal
fee if the appeal or the request for oral proceedings is withdrawn.

Composition of the Board
The Chairwoman: P. Acton

Member G. Buchmann
Member F. Bostedt

For any urgent communicationsin connection with the oral proceedings please use EPO
Online Services.

If you are planning not to attend the oral proceedingsor if you are aware of any matter that
could have abearing on the appointment of interpreters, you are requested toinform the
Board of this, preferably in writing, at the earliest possible opportunity.

c\ﬂ\\p]erdreka”’
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The Registry C. Moser 5! p)» i3
Tel.: 089 / 2399 - 3281 2 S
Pugys o i
Annex(es): |:] Communication pursuant to Article 15(1) of the Rules of Procedure of the

Boards of Appeal
[ ] Other communication

|:| Instructions for mixed-mode oral proceedings

|:| Information on technical guidelines Zoom/ EPO data protection guidance

[]

Registered letter
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