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Historical Perspective 

2009 INPI as a PCT International Searching Authority and Preliminary Examining 
Authority  

2013 

2015 

2018 

Examination Guidelines for Patents – Patentability 
Examination Guidelines for Patents – Software Implemented 
Checklist Verification – examination reports 

Examination Handbook for Patents and Utility Models (procedures) 
Harmonized Examination Report Forms 
Examination Guidelines for Patents – Biotechnology 

2002 First Examination Guidelines for Patents and Utility Models 
First Examination Guidelines for Patents – Biotechnology and Pharmaceutical 

Examination Guidelines for Patents – Chemistry 
Checklist: Data collection » Sampling Regimens 

2016 

Examination Guidelines for Patents – Contents of the Application 
Examination Guidelines for Utility Models 



DIRPA – Technical Divisions 

DIRPA 

CGPAT I CGPAT II CGPAT III CGPAT IV 

Pharmacy  I 

Pharmacy II 

Inorganic 
chemistry 

Polymers 

Textiles 

Food and Plants 

Biochemistry 

Molecular Biology 

Pesticides & 
Agrochemicals 

Agriculture & 
Engineering 

Computer & 
Electronics 

Civil Engineering 

Electricity 

Oil & Chemical 
Engineering and 
Physics  

Telecommunications 

Metallurgy & Materials 

Mechanics 

Human Needs 

Packaging articles & 
Devices 

 341 Patent Examiners          Grouped in 20 Technical Divisions            

Utility Models 



Current status – 
Quality Management System 

 

 Started after becoming PCT authority (ISA/IPEA) – aug/2009  

 Checklist of ISR/IPER 

 Guidelines’ revision 

 Examination standard procedures (2015) 
- Search report 
- First action report 
- Second action report 
- Using third-parties subsidies 

 Training on examination standard procedures and guidelines 

 Checklist of examination reports 



Search Form 



Examination Form  
 

 



Productivity system: SISCAP 



Checklist 
available after 
publication of 

reports 

Green = 
conform 

Red = at least 
one non-

conformity 



Checklist  



1 – Filling in the search report 
1.1         Was the search report template available in SISCAP used? 
1.2         Were the boxes of the search tools used marked? 
1.3         Does the search report cite at least one document? 
1.4         Were the cited documents categorized according to the relevance (N, I, Y, A ou PN)? 
1.5         Do the documents cited as PN have corresponding BR document? 

2 – Filling in the technical opinion 
2.2         In the event of an application for a third-party, was this mentioned in the report? 

3 – Filling in the table concerning ANVISA, CGEN and Biological Sequence 
3.1         Were the comments and justifications regarding ANVISA, CGEN, and the Biological Sequences 
inserted shortly after the respective table? 
3.2         If the application refers to Biological Sequences, was Table 1 filled in with the pages and / or 
control code? 

4 – Analysis of articles 10/18/22/23/32 of LPI – Filling in the table 2 
4.1         In case of irregularities regarding articles 10/18/22/23/32, were the comments and justifications 
written? 
4.2         Were the comments and justifications referring to articles 10/18/22/23/32 of the LPI inserted 
shortly after Table 2? 
4.3         In case of lack of unity, were the correlations between the groups of inventions and the numbers of 
the claims made? 
4.4         In case of lack of unity, was a search and examination carried out on the first invention / matter 
claimed? 



5 – Analysis of articles 24/25 of LPI – Filling in the table 3 
5.1         In case of irregularities regarding articles 24/25 of the LPI, were the comments and justifications 
written? 
5.2         Were the comments and justifications referring to articles 24/25 of the LPI inserted shortly after 
Table 3? 

6 – Filling in the table 4 - Documents cited in the opinion 
6.1         Is the publication date of the cited documents (relevance N, I, Y or A) previous to the filing date 
(priority) of the application? 
6.2         Are the cited documents (PN relevance) part of the prior art as determined in article 11 (§2 and §3) 
of the LPI? 
6.3         Were all the prior art documents (considered as impeding the fulfillment of the patentability 
requirements) uploaded to SISCAP? 

7 – Analysis of patentability requirements – Filling in the table 5 
7.1         Were the "claims" column filled in with the analysed claims with respect to patentability 
requirements? 
7.2         Is the marking of whether or not compliance with the patentability requirements in accordance 
with the comments and justifications? 
7.3         Were the documents cited in table 4 used according to the relevance category presented in the 
search report? 
7.4         Were the relevant parts of the documents used as prior art referenced (page number (s), column 
(s), etc.)? 
7.5         Were the arguments relating to the patentability of all or part of the claimed subject matter 
inserted shortly after table 5? 



8 – Conclusions of the report – Non-final Office action 
8.1         Was the conclusion of the report based on article (s) of the LPI? 
8.2         Has a non-final Office action been issued in cases where the application does not present a unit of 
invention / technical-functional unit or is not in accordance with article 32 of LPI? 

9 – Conclusions of the report – Request of amendments 
9.1         Was at least one technical request based on article (s) of the LPI? 

10 – Conclusions of the report – Intention to grant 
10.1       Were the application parts that will compose the granted patent document (table 1) correctly 
indicated (pages and petition number)? 
10.2       If there was a change of title, was it updated in the heading of the report? 
10.3       If there was a change in the title or name of the applicant, was it updated in the Sequence Listing? 
10.4       Was the Sequence Listing in electronic format approved for the composition of the granted patent 
document marked as "B1" in SisBioList? 

11 – Conclusions of the report – Final rejection 
11.1       Was the conclusion of the report based on article (s) of the LPI? 
11.2       Was the document used for rejection the same document used in the previous examination(s) 
report? 
11.3       Was the article(s) used for the rejection the same used in the previous examination(s) report? 
 



Including only the examiners with full signatory authority (as of july, 2017) 

Checklist: data collection and preliminary analysis   
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Sampling regimen applicable 

Reduced Normal Additional Total 

1 0 to 25% 25,1 to 50% 50,1 to 75% >75% 

2 0 to 10% 10,1 to 20% 20,1 to 40% >40% 

3 0 to 5% 5,1 to 10% 10,1 to 20% >20% 

Average productivity 
(per month) Sample size (per regimen) 

2 to 8 2 2 3 

9 to 15 2 3 5 

16 to 25 3 5 8 















Intention to grant Final rejection 







deborasc@inpi.gov.br 
golodne@inpi.gov.br 

Thank you !! 
ありがとう ございます 

 


