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Information on Intellectual Property Rights

Law and Ordinance Amendment Information

® The revised Copyright Act was wholly put into force on Jan. 1, 2013,
including the modified provisions pertaining to so-called "utsuri-komi
(unexpected appearance of something unwanted in a photograph
etc.)", (utilization of a work incidentally including matters subject to
copyright), punishment for illegal downloading from the Internet, and
the like (Agency for Cultural Affairs).

Information relating to Government and JPO

® [n 2012, the number of cases of import suspension in customs due to
infringement of intellectual property rights was 26,607, which is a
14.3% increase over the previous year and the highest ever in Japan.
The number exceeded 20,000 for 6 consecutive years since 2007
(Japan Customs www.customs.go.jp).

® As to Japan's "patent trade balance" showing how Japan gained
money from abroad by utilizing "intellectual properties" such as
patents and copyrights, the balance recorded a surplus of about 952.8
billion yen in 2012, which is the highest ever in Japan (Nihon Keizai
Shimbun, Feb. 20).

Other Information (Precedents, etc.)

® |n the appeals court decision in the action filed by Goncharoff Co., Ltd.
against Mon cher Co., Ltd. (former Monchouchou) to demand an
injunction against use of the trademark of "Monchouchou", the Osaka
Supreme Court increased the damage payment to approximately 51
million yen (H23(ne)2238,H23(ne)293).

® A settlement was reached in the action filed by Ishiya Co., Ltd. against
Yoshimoto Kogyo Co., Ltd. to demand an injunction against use of the
trademark of "Omoshiroi Koibito" (the Sapporo District Court).
Yoshimoto Kogyo Co., Ltd. will change its product package and put the
product on sale only in 6 prefectures in the Kansai area (Nihon Keizai
Shimbun, Feb. 13).

® |n the action claiming confirmation of the absence of obligation to pay
monetary damages for a smartphone between Apple Inc. (U.S.) and
Samsung Electronics, Co., Ltd. (Korea), the Tokyo District Court ruled in
favor of Apple since it determined that the action for damages filed by
Samsung was considered as "abuse of power" on the ground that
Samsung violated its obligations in terms of fair and equitable
principles that define a duty to conduct negotiations in good faith by
providing the other party with important information during the
negotiations for a licensing agreement for standard-essential patents
(H23(wa)38969). Samsung appealed against the decision.

® On the ground that Article 102(2) of the Patent Law is provided for the
purpose of alleviating difficulty in verifying the amount of damages,
the Special Division (Grand Panel) of the Intellectual Property High
Court decided that Article 102(2) is applicable if a patentee could have
made profits without any infringement, regardless of whether or not
the patentee "enforces" its patent in Japan (H24(ne)10015).
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Machine of My Fond Memory

The photograph on the cover page shows an English
typewriter made by Hermes, Switzerland, which has
been kept in storage at my home. This was used
from when my manner of drafting manuscripts of
English letters and specifications was changed from
handwriting to typewriting shortly after the opening
of my office in 1969. After five years, just when |
became familiarized with the typewriter, to increase
my speed my work changed to dictation. This
resulted in the end of my work on the typewriter.
This is a machine of my nostalgia. ~ (Hisao Fukami)
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Source of Industrial Vitality

It appears that the vitality of our domestic industries is often
brought up for discussion. There are also some who see it as a
problem that entrepreneurship in Japanese companies has
decreased as compared with the time when vitality was high
during the high-growth period of the Japanese economy. I
believe such an opinion results from the comparison with
companies enjoying an economic boom in neighboring countries
such as South Korea and China. In Japan, there seems to be a
problem particularly in the vitality of starting a new business and
challenging the existing market.

In fact, there are some statistical figures that arouse concern.
After the collapse of the economic bubble in 1991, the rate of
start-up businesses was approximately 3.5% in Japan. As
compared with the rate of business closure of 6%, it is apparent
that the number of companies has decreased(1). On the other
hand, the rate of start-up businesses in the U.S. is 11%, which is
significantly higher(2). It can be said that venture companies are

increasingly established in the U.S.

American Dream

One of the American dreams is to invent a unique technology
and start a business in a garage to achieve success. Typical
examples are Edison and Ford in earlier times, and in recent
years, Bill Gates of Microsoft Corporation, the late Steve Jobs of
Apple, Inc., Larry Page of Google, and also Mark Zuckerberg of
Facebook. How is it possible to encourage active venture
companies to be established and grown in Japan? There are also
a number of companies in the U.S. that evaluate venture
companies and are willing to make investments in them.
Although similar organizations and companies certainly exist also
in Japan, the way and manner of evaluation are completely
different, according to the story of an entrepreneur who was
actually evaluated by a venture capital firm in California. He also
said that there is an atmosphere in the U.S. to positively evaluate
every attempt and take a chance even on the unknown, and that
a warm and generous eye is cast on venture companies, which is

apparently the opposite in Japan.

(1) PHERR, BENERRL b IS4 [FEPT - REMEtEI L 2,
Z DAL 1948-81 4E1E 34ET LIS, SGAELIMEIE SAET LS
EENTEs T2, ZOMIHZEL, BEELICEAICE
ATV ENL . Bd 1970 FERULFHZERTIE 6%, BEER
13 3.8%ETH - 12,

(2) U.S.Small Business Administration “7he Small Business Economy: A
Report to the President 2010” .
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(1) The rate of start-up businesses and the rate of business closures are
obtained from "Establishment and Enterprise Census" of the Ministry of
Internal Affairs and Communications. Since this census was performed
once every three years from 1948 to 1981 and once every five years after
1986, any company that started or closed its business during this period is
included in the calculation. In the 1970s, the rate of start-up businesses
was 6% and the rate of business closure was about 3.8%.

(2) U.S. Small Business Administration " 7be Small Business Economy: A Report to
the President 2010 ".
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Examination of Venture Companies

I have conducted examinations as a member of a loan
guarantee organization as an organization supporting venture
companies in Japan. This was more than a quarter-century ago,
and I have a nostalgic memory of it.

The loan guarantee organization serves to guarantee loans from
banks to venture companies. There is a committee for examining
whether the venture company deserves a guarantee. The
committee chairman at that time was the late Soichiro Honda )
and it was about 5 years after he stepped down from the top of
Honda Motor Co., Ltd. He was a pleasant and cheerful person
and always told jokes to enhance the mood, even with the
examination committee. In general, the committee members
strictly evaluated the venture companies that applied for the loan
guarantees, and also asked severe questions during each
applicant’ s meeting with the committee, on the ground that the
explanation made by the top of each applicant company was too
optimistic. In such a situation, the chairman Honda, however,
always threw a lifeline to the venture company.

As a result of continuing loan guarantees for several years, the
rate of repayment became a problem. Even if each application
was strictly examined, about a third of the venture companies
receiving loan guarantees failed in repayment. We made a serious
argument again about this rate of business failure, but Chairman
Honda insisted that these failed companies should be permitted.
He asserted that two thirds of the venture companies still hung
on, and also gave us the following story. Honda which was also a
small company in the past, almost went bankrupt again and
again. Although the bank was reluctant to make a loan, a
government office gave small subsidies to Honda. Hearing that,
the bank immediately changed its decision and decided to make
a loan. He showed his sense of gratitude while he was talking,
and T still remember it as if it were yesterday.

Whenever examining a problem about a venture company, I
always remember his bright and gentle eyes from the deepest core
of my memory. His gentle eyes must have shown a mixture of his
own distant memory of vehicle production and an expectation of
venture companies that were small but tackled a challenge, which
is related to the culture in the U.S. that always provides warm
support to venture companies and takes a chance on the

unknown.

(3) AHZE—HE © IR 39 (1906) 45 i i V4% H AR GBI A (BLAE O i
TR EX) & A 23 (1948) 4 A HEHF T3 (Bk) 7% 7.
A 48 (1973) 4EB M. PR 3 (1991) 45825
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(3) Soichiro Honda:born in 1906 (Meiji 39) in Komyo-son, Iwata-gun
(present-day Tenryu-ku, Hamamatsu-shi), Shizuoka Prefecture,
established Honda Motor Co., Ltd. in 1948 (Showa 23), retired in 1973
(Showa 48), and died in 1991 (Heisei 3).
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IP Promotion Policy and Measures

Japan's national policy and measures for the creation, protection
and utilization of IP has been prepared and published in the IP
Promotion Plan every year since 2003. This plan is published by the
IP Strategy Headquarters of the Cabinet Office under Japan's Prime
Minister, and can be recognized as extremely important information
for understanding Japan's national policy regarding IP.

Regarding the promotion plan prepared and published every
year, the plan for 2013 is being examined as of March in 2013
during the writing of this essay, and opinions and requests are
currently being sought from as many interested persons as
possible. | will herein review the IP Promotion Plan 2012 released
last year to understand its key points, and also reflect upon our role
in the future as IP specialists.

Intellectual Property Promotion Plan 2012

As a statement of the nation's IP targets, the Promotion Plan
2012 provides two main points - a comprehensive strategy for
IP innovation, and a comprehensive strategy for contents for
revitalizing Japan.

In particular, the strategy for IP innovation includes many
measures we should pay attention to as IP specialists. It reveals
a blueprint for implementing strategies, such as for promoting
"utilization of IP by 2020", for creating new business ahead of any
other country in the world, for increasing exports of our technology
from 2 trillion yen to 3 trillion yen, for producing many of the
world's top enterprises, and playing an active role globally in niche
markets for new products made in Japan.

To this end, fundamental measures are provided, for example,
including: @ pursuing an IP system suitable for the global age;
@ positively utilizing comprehensive intellectual property

(1) MNMEEREE 235 MNMESIRARE, (—HAK) ANHEDRIS. RERVERCEY 2HEEZ/ER LRIFNEESE,
(2) MNMEREAREFE23FKE2EE 1S (HEFEL) NNHMEDRRE. RERVTERDO CBFANEFN DFHBERICRES NEMHEKCET2ELTE,

(3) BHEBEER—LANR—IH DA ERRAR(CE T 2/R— AN—I SR,
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management for bringing about innovation; and 3 developing
and ensuring the next-generation of human resources for IP. Also,
detailed examples of these measures are presented.

Among specific measures for the next-generation of human
resources for IP, there is the development of human resources for
IP-management, and human resources for global IP, and expansion
of the number of people and their available employment
opportunities in the IP field. In addition, emphasis is placed, for
example, on expansion of the opportunity for patent attorney
activities aiming at expanding services for companies in the
global competitive age, and for training patent attorneys capable
of accommodating globalization, and opportunity for deepening
knowledge about overseas systems and operations, including
participation in overseas IP business operations.

Structural Change in Patent Applications

Understanding the promotion plan summarizing the national
basic measures about IP, we ourselves have to think about how IP
specialists or patent offices should be in the future. | believe that
the key concept must be "progress toward globalization". In my
opinion, we should think about the future as IP specialists while
looking ahead to changes in economic/business activities, politics,
and society beyond national boundaries.

In fact, just by comparing the number of patent applications in
2007 before Lehman's fall and in 2011 after Lehman's fall, we can
find a significant change in the number of patent applications.
For example, the number of patent applications from Japan to
the U.S. increased from 78,794 to 84,000, and the number of
patent applications from Japan to China also increased from
32,870 to 39,231. The number of domestic patent applications
however decreased from 396,291 to 342,610. Japanese companies
have been shifting focus from domestic applications to foreign
applications. Also, the budget allocation between the domestic
applications and the foreign applications was 1:1 around 2001, but
is currently approximately 2:3.

It is reported that a major electronics company is currently
shifting its strategy to file a request for examination for every
domestic application and also file every application in the U.S.

Patent Offices as IP Specialist Organizations

In view of the current progress of globalization of company
business activities, it is apparent that patent offices will be required
to undergo drastic international development in the future. There
are various challenges such as the development of patent attorney
organizations that can accommodate globalization, participation
in IP business overseas, and the training of multilingual specialists
to that end. By tackling and overcoming such challenges, as a
member of Fukami Patent Office, an IP specialist organization, we
hope to contribute to realization of the target of our country's IP
strategy proposed by the promotion plan.
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1. Introduction

An invention is granted a patent after it is examined and
then determined as meeting the requirements. The invention
examination system has existed since the start of the modern
patent system, however, examination procedures have greatly
changed over time and even scientific and political giants
have been involved with these examinations. Let us now
review the history of the examination of inventions and the
involvement by those giants.

2. Italy During the Renaissance Period

During the Renaissance period, republics across Italy
competed to grant patents to inventions. Granting a patent
was one of the policies for inviting excellent engineers from
other countries. In some cases, simply a patent was granted,
and in other cases, privileges such as tax exemptions and
financial rewards were also given.

In the case of the Republic of Venice, patent rights have
been granted to inventions since the 15th century and the
Patent Act was also enacted. The examination of inventions
filed with the government of the Republic was entrusted to
the Examination Committee, in which guild members also
participated.

In the Republic, some people were against patents. These
were artisans belonging to already-established guilds. They
requested that a person seeking grant of a patent should
be required to file an application with the Republic for

(1) Prager, F. D. (1952) “The Early Growth and Influence of Intellectual Property,” Journal of the Patent Office Society, 34(2), pp.106-40.
(2) Mandich, G. (1960) “Venetian Origins of Inventors’ Rights,” Journal of the Patent Office Society, 42(6), pp.378-82. (7t® Mandich, G. (1958) Rivista di

Diritto Industriale, pp.101-155 h' Prager, F. D.ABIZR L7=£ D)
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examination, a committee should be established in the
administrative management section of the Republic, and
members of the already-established guilds should participate
in the Examination Committee. They requested that opinions
as to whether or not an invention deserves a patent should be
expressed in the open Committee.

3. Difficulty in Examination of Inventions

A filed invention was evaluated by actually demonstrating
a real inventive product or a sample, before government
officials. Even if the invention had worked in front of them,
however, how valuable it was would have been unknown.
Even more, in the case of an immobile invention, nobody
knew how the invention should be evaluated. Fraudulent
inventors also appeared. At that time, in fact, there were many
such fraudulent inventors. A typical example is represented
by the invention of a perpetual motion machine. Such
inventions were often filed and a large number of fraudulent
inventors calling themselves "inventive-geniuses”, appeared
and gained rewards.

In 1625, an invention of a pump capable of pumping up
water with surprising power was presented to the government
of Tuscany. A model of the invention was demonstrated in
front of government officials, how it worked was explained,
and the power of the invention was emphasized with
every trick. Though the Tuscan government officials did
not understand how it worked, they were impressed with
its seemingly great capability. At the same time, they were
hesitant to believe in it. For this reason they entrusted the
evaluation of the invention to one who was considered to be
well-versed in science.

4, Galileo Called on to Examine an Invention

The person to whom the government of Tuscany entrusted
the examination was Galileo Galilei, the scientific genius. The
invention called a water pump was again exhibited before the
government officials and evaluation by Galileo was requested.
Galileo kept silent in the presence of the many government
officials. After the demonstration of the invention, Galileo
wrote to the inventor and explained his evaluation.

"| cannot deny that | was admiring and confused when,
in the presence of the Grand Duke and other princes and
gentlemen, you exhibited the model of your machine, of
truly subtle invention. And since | long ago formed the
idea, confirmed by many experiments, that Nature cannot
be overcome and defrauded by art ... | have made an
accumulation of thoughts and have decided to put them on

(3) Dava Sobel (1999) “GALILEO’S DAUGHTER" [FRFBSZR T L o Dis DHC 4] 385K pp.194-195.
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paper and communicate them to you ---"

Galileo understood the essence of the invention, based
on his scientific knowledge and logic and knew its limit. He
explained that the power of the invention as alleged by the
inventor could never be expected, but he did not provide
any explanation and kept silent in the presence of the
Tuscan government officials and princes and gentlemen.
Subsequently, he directly wrote to the inventor. This careful
method of explanation is similar to the manner Galileo used
to explain his theory of the Earth revolving around the Sun
to the members of the Inquisition. Galileo Galilei, the great
scientist of the Renaissance period, was highly appreciated for
his abundant knowledge and skills in science, and called on as
a teacher of science by lords and princes across Italy, as well
as by the Pope and Cardinals. One of these requests was the
evaluation of inventions.

5. The Examination of Inventions in France and
the United Kingdom

In France, in promoting the introduction and use of new
technologies, technological innovation policies were adopted
under which not only a patent right was granted but also
inventors were rewarded with the provision of financial
assistance necessary to promote the new technologies or by
the country collecting royalty fees on the inventors' behalf.
The total actual amount of funds given to entrepreneurs
involved with new technologies by the Bureau of Commerce
for the fifty-year period from 1740 to 1789 amounted to 5
million 5 hundred thousand pounds. In 1666, Colbert, who
promoted French mercantilism policies, established the
Académie des Sciences, and this Académie des Sciences
examined inventions. In addition, industrial investigators were
assigned to the Bureau of Commerce and they determined
the industrial value of inventions. It can be concluded that
France examined inventions most reliably.

In the United Kingdom, inventions were registered without
being examined. Determination as to whether an invention
deserved a patent was made at the time when a patent right
infringement suit was filed before the court. The normal
practice was that a patentee would entrust the specification
describing the contents of an invention to the court in
advance, and the defendant, on the other hand, would argue
against the patentee, i.e,, the plaintiff, that the invention did
not satisfy the conditions for grant of a patent. It was much
later that the United Kingdom adopted a system in which an
invention would be filed, examined, and registered.

(4) Landes,D.S.(1969) The Unbound Prometheus ~Technological change and industrial development in Western Europe from 1750 to the present,
Camridge University Press [ AiRkFBH# - ERE—RIEI—Ov/S\THEE | 1HITERE. 1980F ] #R p.152.

(5) EHE—EB (1970) TFBARFRFHIE / IR K FoZE ) FAHESE, pp.13%

(6) KFIAIBES (1992) THBATA IR Rl ST ORE LHIMEI RRAF HRS.
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6. In the United States, the Secretary of State
Examined Inventions

In 1790, the Patent Act was put into effect, and its system was
designed to incorporate the opinions of Jefferson, who later
became the President. He was initially against the Patent Act
because patents would lead to monopolies, however, he finally
shifted to support the Patent Act because inventions were
important for the United States early in its independence and
because a patent term was limited to a certain period of time.

In compensation for support for the Patent Act, Jefferson
maintained that, under the patent system, contents of an
invention should be described in detail in a specification,
the specification should be filed at the time of application
as in the United Kingdom, and that an organization for
examination should be established in order to systematically
examine inventions, as in France. These ideas of Jefferson
were thus incorporated into the Patent Act. The organization
for examination of patents meant the Patent Examination
Committee consisting of the Secretary of State, the head of
the military, and the Attorney General. These high officials of
the Committee did not entrust any administrative affairs to
others but directly conducted the examinations themselves.

7. Jefferson's Examination Guidelines

For understanding of the contents of an invention, the
Patent Examination Committee required submission of a
sample in addition to a specification describing the invention's
contents. What became an issue was whether an invention
is an "invention which has not previously been known" and
an "invention which is sufficiently useful and important" as
defined under the Patent Act. Though there were few cases
where, through investigation, the same inventions were found
to have existed, similar inventions often existed by that time,
which caused a serious problem; to which degree should an
invention be different to be granted a patent and to which
degree should an invention be useful to be granted a patent.

Jefferson set principles of examination, considering that a
patent should not be granted in a case where a filed invention
was merely the addition of detailed ideas as compared with
an already-existing invention, or in a case where it was mere
improvement thereof. In addition, he also decided that an
invention directed to different applications of a machine or
a tool should not be granted a patent, and that an invention
relating to mere change in material and an invention which was
a mere change in shape should not be granted a patent either.

7) Walterscheid, E. C. (1995) “Patents and Jeffersonian Mythology,” The John Marshall Law Review, 29, pp.269-314.

9) Federico, P.] (1936) “Operation of the Patent Act of 1790,” The Journal of the Patent Office Society, 18(4). (Y 71U~ hh'EFED 1990 May pp.373-85)

(
(8) Prager, F. D. (1954) “Proposals for the Patent Act of 1790,” Journal of the Patent Office Society, 36(3), pp.157-67.
(
(

10) Prager, F. D. (1962) “Trends and Developments in American Patent Law from Jefferson to Clifford 1790-1870,” American Journal of Legal History, 6,

pp.45-62.
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Under such strict criteria, as a consequence, at most only
approximately 40% of filed inventions matured to patents. The
strict examination system was the product of Jefferson's belief
that a patent right was a monopoly right and therefore a patent
should be granted only after strict evaluation was made.

Nevertheless, Jefferson may have felt that such strict
examination was somewhat laborious. He was also busy as the
Secretary of State and he may have also felt that examination
conducted by such high officials was unreasonable. As a result,
Jefferson himself drafted a revised Patent Act. The 1793 Patent
Act is this revision, and the system was changed such that a
filed invention would be granted a patent without examination.

8. Einstein Worked for the Swiss Patent Office

Einstein, who graduated from the Swiss Federal Institute of
Technology, found a job in 1902 as an Examiner in the field of
electric engineering and physics at the Swiss Patent Office in
Bern.

At the time when Einstein became an Examiner at the
Patent Office, only a decade or so had elapsed since the
establishment of the Swiss patent system. The number of
Examiners was approximately ten(10) and the Patent Office
was a small organization. Swiss patents at that time added up
to only 2000 to 2500 a year, which means that one Examiner
examined approximately 200 to 250 inventions annually.

Since the then director, Haller, summarized the Examiner's
three duties, we can know the gist of the examination.

It should be determined firstly, whether or not an invention
is technically correct. Secondly, the effectiveness of an
invention should be clearly described, that is, appropriateness
of the scope of right. Thirdly, the contents of an invention
should be fully described. In other words, the technical
contents of an invention should be understood, the scope of
claims for patent should be determined, and confirmation of
full disclosure should be made.

9. Examination by Einstein

How well did Einstein work as an Examiner? Since he was a
genius of physics, we can expect that he instantly understood
the gist of an invention and did not spend much time in
determining whether or not the invention was intelligibly
described. His high reputation as an Examiner supports this
view. He seems to have been satisfied with his job as an

(11) Ritter, D. S. (2004) “Switzerland’s Patent Law History,” Fordham Intellectual Property, Media & Entertainment Law Journal, 14(2), pp.463-96 3 2 L\ (& Schiff,
E. (1971) Industrialization without National Patents: the Netherlands 1869-1912: Switzerland 1850-1907, Princeton, N. J. : Princeton University Press.

(12) Hentschel, A. M. and Grasshoff, G. “Albert Einstein Those Happy Bernese Years” [ LA RN Y ¥ —3BAR (2008) I 7> 2514V —R)LY TD
FERAHA—1] COMREF. TEMBEBNHEY I —ICEIFDYBCEDDH DA V/N—[CLK>THRENIZEDZE, ARRELTRDFEHED, 71V
JATAVDONIVVBEREESEZTEH VTV T, BIRAVN-CKZBRIABEETEITHNTNT., BREEETH D,

(13) Bii#8 Hentschel, A. M. and Grasshoff, G. #85R pp.40-41.
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Examiner, and he emphasized in his late life, “the formulation
of patent statements was a blessing” and said, "it gave me the
opportunity to think about physics, and important inspiration
for physical concepts."

Einstein was quick at work, and during the rest of his
working hours, he studied physics. It is said that he pointed
to the Examiner's desk and said that that was his laboratory.
The year of 1905, which was his third year as an Examiner, is
called annus mirabilis, and Einstein completed his papers on
the Theory of Relativity, the Quantum Theory of Light, and
the Theory of Brownian Movement. These papers are fruits
produced during the period in between examinations.

10. Summary: History of the Examination of
Inventions

Under the modern patent system since Venice, a person
seeking grant of a patent obtained a patent after submission
of a machine, or a sample of an invention, and subsequent
examination. It was important to demonstrate how it
actually worked and how useful it was. Even so, as Galileo
experienced, there were many cases where a self-proclaimed
inventor, who was actually almost a fraud, showed a dubious
invention and obtained a patent. Therefore, examination of a
patent was to determine whether or not an invention actually
worked and was useful.

The United Kingdom was a country where no such
examination of an invention was conducted, but instead,
normal practice in the 18th century was that a document
describing the contents of an invention was entrusted to the
court and the document was presented as evidence of the
invention in the event the invention was later involved in a
lawsuit. Such a system, where the contents of an invention
are described in a document, has gradually been adopted in
many countries, and it has developed to the current practice
where a specification of an invention must be filed when filing
a patent application.

When contents of an invention are described in a document,
it becomes more difficult to determine whether or not that
invention actually works and is useful. Therefore, as in the
Swiss Patent Office, experts, like Einstein who had obtained a
degree in physics, were employed as patent examiners.

As technology rapidly progresses, a large number of
inventions are produced, and the number of patent applications
increases, however, examination has come to be used to
determine whether or not an invention is novel, and whether
or not improvement is sophisticated enough to be granted
a patent as compared with already-existing patents or prior
techniques. This is the determination of novelty and inventive
step under the current patent examination practice, and has
become a major issue in the operation of the patent system in
the 20th century. In the next issue of our newsletter, we will
also review the history of the determination of inventive step.

(14) BHIE (2009) FESL DN DFFEF—FHBANDEHE - IE1E - BHARE I ZFEER.

@@t | Article =RBEBDESE —AILA V1T7—V A TAVT 224 ——

Fukami Patent Office, p.c. News Letter 13



=N
.. N WL Ardcle

AR ECEFFRRBICHITET

E%HH%%,E‘EH E% 5 1E(&2[m)

First-Inventor-to-File System Under the Revised U.S. Patent Act  The first (all twice)
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1. 1XUIC
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1. Introduction

On September 16, 2011, President Obama signed the Leahy-
Smith America Invents Act (AlA). The present revision of the
Patent Act is said to be the most significant revision since
the 1952 Act. The revision covers a broad range including
transition from the First-to-Invent System to the First-Inventor-
to-File System, establishment of a system for review after
issuance of a patent, a supplemental examination system, and
expansion of the scope of the prior user's right. In this article,
we will review the latest changes, with focus being placed
on the First-Inventor-to-File System which went into effect
on March 16, 2013, outlines thereof, difference between the
First-Inventor-to-File System and the First-to-File System, and
greatly revised provisions of novelty (35 U.S.C. § 102 ("§ 102").

2. Outline of the First-Inventor-to-File System

35 U.S.C. before revision has adopted the First-to-Invent
System, under which a patent is granted to the earliest
inventor(s). Therefore, under the previous 35 U.S.C. §102(a),
(e), and (g), regarding novelty of the invention novelty of the
invention was determined based on the date of invention.
Interference (previous § 135) in which an earlier date of
invention is contested, which was a procedure specific to the
United States, has also been defined.

The reason why the United States adopted the First-to-
Invent System may be found in the theory that the United
States referred to the provisions in Sections V and VI of the
Statute of Monopolies 1624 in the United Kingdom that a
patent right be granted to “the true and first Inventor and

(1) Scott M. Tulinofts (2012) PKERFFEN S Z D HERURAEBORBLIC DL T/ST > 2012 Vol.65 No.9, p.56 B,

(2) BHIE (2009) EEDH DT RFER, pp.36-37 2R,
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WS D, [KEOHEEZEBEEHICKVYEDIFDD.
REBEIC 1 FEORHMB I L—AEU A NEd5T 56
DTHBIEVNS5 P, [EEXHREARBEIEOEAE
EHTBNAT) Y REEEEVZ 3] £W 55 © b o
F9. VWFNDOSE., SRPEELEIRD. MREcEES
ERFEBDEVSETIFBBELTVET,

KEDRA Ul e REE SIS, (BRDERPTEN
HEHREELDD, SEEEOEREZBMOANCDDTHD
ERRIRT BOHEEEVNZBDE LNEEA.

3. ERABRMERLEBEIRLEDHESR

EFRBAESEEET. BAZREUHETIEBENRAT
PEEIHLIFREDAEELTVET,
EEEBOTTlE BEEIREADEVEHLEEL
feElE, ZOHERNICE=ENREICE—KBEERT &
TARUEBAICE. RAlELTREERIIBIEEFTE
FA7. LD L. ERBEEEEIBOT TR, KBS
&, BMHER (effective filing date) ® &1 ELIANIC, b
ANCLBE—HBEDRERLD DHICEEORBEERAEXLT
V. BAICKDAERNBRETEMEFHEDEEA
(§102(b) (1) (B))s

Fle. EEIBEOTCE. BEEIREHDEVECORE
SFHEERIIC. S=ENMBICE—HPEERSETHRREL
SAICE. RAlE UTRFESIIDTERTEERAD, %
FPELEIROTClE. RPEESED, MAICKDLELD

Inventors”

Although the United States adopted the First-to-Invent
System, major countries other than the United States have
adopted the First-to-File System, and therefore the United
States patent system has been significantly different from the
patent systems in other major countries. Thus, inventor(s)
or corporation(s) in the United States has/have often faced
unfavorable situations outside the United States. In order
to solve this problem and also to promote international
harmonization, the United States has adopted the First-
Inventor-to-File System.

With regard to the First-Inventor-to-File System, there are
three key principles: i) “...... a patent will be granted to the
true inventor(s) but not to someone who knew another's
invention and filed a patent application earlier than the true
inventor(s)” ; ii ) “while the United States system is brought
closer to the First-to-File System, the absolute grace period
for one year is granted to inventor(s)’; and i )" US patent
law and the First-Inventor-to-File System may be regarded
as using a hybrid patent act having the aspects of both of
the First-to-File System and the First-to-Invent System.”
The principles above all support the position that the First-
Inventor-to-File System is different from the pure First-to-File
System.

[t may be reasonable to interpret the First-Inventor-to-File
System adopted by the United States as holding its traditional
aspects based on the First-to-Invent System and also taking in
aspects based on the First-to-File System.

3. Difference Between the First-Inventor-to-File
System and the First-to-File System

The First-Inventor-to-File System is different from the First-
to-File System adopted in major countries including Japan.

Under the First-to-File System, a patent cannot be granted
in principle to a person who filed a patent application without
claiming priority, if a third party originally completed and
publicly disclosed the same invention prior to the filing of
the former. Under the First-Inventor-to-File System, however,
if an inventor or the like had publicly disclosed his/her own
invention within one year before the effective filing date and
prior to public disclosure of the same invention by others,
contents publicly disclosed by others are not eligible as prior
art (§102(b)(1)(B)).

In addition, under the First-to-File System, a patent cannot

B)T-H=IT)L - VYRFTYNRY—{th (2011) The Lawyers November 2011, 55855115, 74 - T)L - TRAEIR. p.1458K,

(4) Y=LK - A+ SRT71(2011) @ The Lawyers November 2011, p.7 &8,

(5) BRAE— (2013)T7 X U DREFERB/\Y RT v U [F4hR] 5 PREFLL. p.111,

(6) BREREE— (2013) FHRENFEFE (AIA) RN &0 —RAEFEAFKBIEERS. p.210

(7) BATRHREFE30RICHET BHNNRIBEEHRE. RAE U TRRFE29RT1EICK DIERENET,

(8) §100(i) Tld. TFFFRIIIIFEFHBEROI L — LAFKBRAICHT 3 MAHHER. 3. (A) YTINSI57 (B) MEASNZWNEAICE. ZORBICOVTOIL—LA
ZECHFXIFFHEORFOHBEEZVL. FFXISHFHEN ZORKMICAL T, §119 (BEEXREME. REM). §365(a) CREMUNDEZEERE Y
BEEE) HLL(38§365(b) CREZEEEE T 2ERHR) CEDVWTEAEEMS SN, X3 §120 (HEHEE). §121 (SEIHE) X3 §365(c) CREZRE
EEE Y ZERHEOMEEHE) ICEDWTEOHBEEOHNBZEZILHEDNS S5, HRERVWHERZEKRT %1 EERSNTVERT,
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%1 Table1

JEBERT Before Revision

JEBUE#E  After Revision

IH§102 (a)
Previous §102 (a)

(FBAHBIDMAICKDRHL. RAER. FHTYEES)
(known, public use by others, described in a publication, etc.
before the date of invention)

§102 (@ (1) (FMEREBROERITATYEE. [RERS)
§102 (a)(1) (described in a printed publication, public use, etc. before the effective
filing date)

|H§102 (b) CRELEER 1 E£X0 RO TYEES) §102 @) (1)

Previous § 102 (b) (described in a publication more than one year before the date of filingin | §102 (a)(1)
the United States)

|H§102 (0) (FBAEDENKZ) HIBR

Previous §102 (c) (abandonment of the right by inventor(s)) Deleted

|H§102(d) CREHFEEAT F XD AIDHBEAEFC KD KELSNDE TOHFE) HIBR

Previous §102(d)  (filing of an application by an applicant or the like in a foreign country more | Deleted

than one year before the filing of the application in the United States)

|H§102 (e) (flB AD5ERE) §102 (a) (2) (BMHFEEBIDMADIEEE)

Previous §102 (e)  (earlier filing of an application by others) §102 (a)(2) (earlier filing of an application by others before the effective filing date)
IH§102(f) (FRBAELSDLER) BEFHme LT S1351CRE

Previous § 102 (f) (filing of an application by another other than inventor(s)) Defined in §135 as derivation proceedings

I8 §102(g) (b ADSEFER) HIBR

Previous §102(g)  (other's earlier invention) Deleted

LRICEHEDRBPEAZL TN, tAICKDHEIEET
e [FED EEA (§102 () (2) (B)).

TDESIC. RPAEZICEDFEBADBERD . AICEDE
—RBADAKPHELD DERTHOND T EHD, 5T
BEETHIF, EAKFER) IBLVSERESZDENS
EBEHhET Y. TORARIBEDERIF. HBTME
(CRBICRPAENARUCEEFREITDODTHD. HPEDOL
KEVWSITAEBUCRPESEE=EL0DERITHS &
WSHT. SRPEIBNLEERTHDEHEIONET.

4. RREABEFERT TOHREICETIRE

(1) IBEE DXL

FHRATRORFZLIRES U CIHE102ZEIFHIE
DNTCEET. COREF. THEAELHEEROERAICHNE
EM(CIESNE Uz, RIS [H§102& §1027Z21H UL

gg—o

KITRIKDIC, [HE102(a), (b) (ST DHEEES L
T8102@ (N pEIFsENF L. HE102(), ), ()
(FHIFREI. 1B §102(e) [CHINT DN §102(a) (2) T,
|8 § 102 (f) (F3R77E£ B8t (derivation proceedings) &
UCHESNF LI (8135),

(2) HREICEHT HDREDAE
IEATIE §102(&F (@) ~ () IBCTHBRENTVET,

be granted in principle to an inventor's patent application
without claiming priority if a third party originally completed
the same invention and filed an application thereof prior to
the inventor's patent application. Under the First-Inventor-
to-File System, however, if an inventor or the like publicly
disclosed his/her own invention prior to filing of an application
by others, the application filed by others is not eligible as prior
art (§ 102(b)(2)(B)).

Thus, since disclosure of an invention by an inventor or
the like is handled more favorably than public disclosure or
an application of the same invention by others, there is also
a view that the First-Inventor-to-File System has an aspect
based on prior public disclosure (laying-open) principles. This
aspect based on prior public disclosure principles protects a
person who publicly disclosed an invention at an early stage
after completion of the invention, and it is also considered as
an aspect of the First-to-Invent System in that an inventor or
the like is seen more favorably than a third party through an
act of public disclosure of the invention.

4.Provisions of Novelty Under the First-
Inventor-to-File System

(1) Comparison with the Previous Act

Previous § 102 can be cited as the basis for the First-to-
Invent System. These provisions were totally revised with
adoption of the First-Inventor-to-File System. Table 1 shows
a comparison between the previous § 102 and the current
§102.

As shown in Table 1, §102(a)(1) after revision corresponds
to the provisions of previous §102(a) and (b). Previous
§102(c), (d) and(g) were deleted, and §102(a)(2) after

(9) AREE (2012) EFH' & < OD D BFRER R DD D KRERFEFAP ) R RATTRL. p12(S(E "TRELDEERRODANBVNDT, EEEREESLD
[FRHEREREEZAET 0 ERHSN. The Lawyers November 2011, 25BIC(E - CDKS (S, FEF. EEEROPICKEBREDRLARERE VDI ERZ
BASETWBZEND, N\ATUy RERFEEMEND S EHH D01 EERBMSNTVET,
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OFATHME LT O

WIEEIE. SfTiiTE LTOBEEMEE I 5 DD%E §102
@MEQ@Q"YD2om/ 575 T7IcRELTLET 1,
TD§102 ) (1) & (@) Q) [CRES NeselTHRIfTDEE T
BEAICE. KETIHEAEZII D ENTERE A
§102 @) (1) [CLNE. &L —LRKBHR, GHHERF
[T, BN, BRTTYICEEHTN. AREAESN,
BRFES 1. R ZFDmARICRBARE S Ho 28T,
BHEDIDTENTEE A TTT. [T U—L%KH
(claimed invention)] EWWS AEEICDWTIE. §100 () (S
BNT. MEFHFEVURBFHETRDY U— ALK > TRES
NZEEEEKT D] EFHFINTVET . Fe. [ZOMHA
ZRICFIFITTEE (otherwise available to the public) | &S
YE(F §102(a) (1) DEFEHWEERNBERI DD THO.
1B §102(C3ED>/cBDTY, TOXSDEFEICKD. fl
Z1E, MBEICEEULHY. A VF—= v ~ETORE.
KRR —FR. KRB CORKERZETH>TH. ARITHA
BIRECHNIEEITIRM EmD EEZ SNTVFET 17,
BH. IHE§102 @), (b) TIE. FKBEDOHEE U< [EHEM.
RUFFBEDNRIEFE U < |FBRFSHNEITHITE LT3RHHN
BOFKENCBIFZDBDTLIE. Lh L. BEEFTR.
KBADARER. IS, XIFZDMOBIROSE TR E LT
RHESNBHIC. KEREWS HBHEHFREINEY
AP DED, WEETTE. KERDHES FRELLY
DETORBEDARER. B5E. XFZDMmOBIRD. 47
Bifie UTRHBNDTEICHEDET

§102(a) () & BARFHE29RD2(ICHLET BHET
T, §102@) Q) ICENE. TLU—LKBENL. ZOEMH
FE R AT D RBAE 2 528 U o e AR S NS
SHINTUEEAICE. ZOYLU—AKBICDOV TS
E2FBTENTEF A

QFEATHADHS

§102 (b) 1&. §102 (a) THE S NI SEATHRINITH T B
BIAERELTVET. §102@) (DDAE §102(0b) (1)
(A), (B) [CBVTHESN. §102(a) (2) DAKH § 102 (b)

(10) 81025372 #RME
(a) #rakiE  SEITHAM
AlE. UTOBEZERE, FFzeRToNs,

revision corresponds to previous § 102(e). Previous § 102(f)
was defined as new derivation proceedings (§ 135).

(2) Contents of Provisions of Novelty

In the revised Act, § 102 consists of (a) to (d).

@ Eligibility as Prior Art

The revised Act defines eligibility as prior art in two
paragraphs : §102(a)(1) and (a)(2). If prior art as defined in
§102(a)(1) and (a)(2) exists, a patent cannot be granted in the
United States.

According to §102(a)(1), if the claimed invention was
patented, described in a printed publication, or in public
use, on sale, or otherwise available to the public before the
effective filing date of the claimed invention, a patent cannot
be granted thereto. Here, the term “claimed invention” is
defined in §100(j) as “...... the subject matter defined by a
claim in a patent or an application for a patent.” In addition,
the expression “otherwise available to the public” indicates the
comprehensive meaning and contents of §102(a)(1) and it
was not present in the previous § 102. Owing to the presence
of this expression, for example, even a paper entrusted to
a library, material published on the Internet, displayed as a
poster, or presented in a conference, or the like, is considered
eligible as prior art so long as it is available to the public.

Under previous § 102(a) and (b), it was in the United States
that knowledge or use of an invention, or public use or sale
of the invention was found as prior art. Under the revised
Act, however, not only in the United States, but also in other
countries, the public use, sale, or other disclosure of an
invention will be found as prior art.

§102(a)(2) defines provisions corresponding to Article
29-2 of the Japan Patent Law. According to § 102(a)(2), if the
claimed invention was described in a patent issued or in an
application for patent published, in which the patent or the
application names another inventor, before the effective filing
date of the claimed invention, the claimed invention cannot
be granted a patent.

2 Exception to Prior Art

§102(b) defines exceptions to prior art defined in § 102(a).
Exceptions to § 102(a)(1) are defined in § 102(b)(1)(A) and (B),
and exceptions to § 102(a)(2) are defined in § 102(b)(1)(A) to
Q).

§102(b)(1)(A) and (B) define the grace period as one year.
This grace period was defined in the previous § 102(b) and
is maintained in the revised Act. During the grace period,
inventor(s) has/have had to file a patent application within

(M Z0TL—LKBEN, Z0TL—LAKBEOBMHBEEAIC, FFSN. BRFITYICESRSN. AREAZSN. RESN. XIBZOMARICFIBAEE S

e & XIS

(2 ZDT L —LFBEN §151(Ck> THITENL/HI. X(F§122(b) [C& > TARESNRXIBARSNLEDEAHBESNIHREICRHS N, ZORFXISHED
DFKAEETHL THD. ZDT L —LAFKBEOEHHERRCENCHBSN TV EEE,
(11) Federal Register/Vol.78.No.31/Thursday, February 14, 2013/Rules and Regulations, p.11070(FR ) £8&.

(12) [ Federal Register, p.11075 S 8.
(13) [ Federal Register, p.11071 S5g.
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Q) (A ~ O BVnTEESNTLET 1Y,

§102(b) (1) (A), B &, 1EBDYIL—REUF R
(grace period) Z#HELTWVWET, JU—REUF RICD
VT 1B §102 (D) BV THRESN, WEETHHESE
N& Uiz JU—RAEUSF RIFBFHBEDTEN. HFE
[F. FBEADARNDBIRYIFFENENEE 1 £ TORBIE
FHEETOEINEED FEATLRE 'Y,

IH§102 (b) FDIL—REUA RO, KETOBDDE
FHEAEEES LT ESN. TOKRELEADS 1 F5H]
FTOHBETH >EDICH L. §102 () (1)(A),(B) FD
JU—RBUS RiE. BMHEAERES UTEHESN. 7
DENHEH 1 FOBEBEE>TVES, LIeho>T, #
ELUANOECOHBICE SV CEBSEERE S KEHES
AofBa. §102(b) () (A),(B) FTl>. JL—REU
7 RiE. BB EOPBEED. BETOBEAEHEL
T, KIFEREY I NTDTEEHDET,

() ZL—ZAE U RICBIF BEIROAIN

(A) HBEEZ(C K DBIRDAIN

§102 (b) (1) (A) [CKNIE. BHEARIC. FKPEEZC
KDY L—LEPEDBERENCBATH > TH. ZORRN
HL—REUF ROREINTHNIE, ZORRIES T &
[F7E0 Ft Ave

(B) SE4 7RI DA

§102 (b) (1) (B) [CkNIE. HHHHEHFIC. ALK
TOLU—LEPDRRSNEATH > TH, TORRNY
L—2REUZ ROEENTH O, hDZDBIROF]ICHEE
Z(CKD T LU—LEBEOBERESNTUVEAICH, ADE
RIFSeTHRAfT & LD F Ao

L EDOBISE, HL<ETHIU—REUF ROPBNTHS
BISEBEPUETY ., Ffe. RPEZCKDBERNMBADE
REDBED ITBAICIE. MBAICKBEIRIFS T & %
BBADBOET,

CKELSADEICHET BI8aDEES)

1ERDY U—AE U RFKERBEDHETIDT. X
EUADE~NDHEEFELTVRBEAICIEEBIUET

(14) @ Federal Register, p.11071 S1g.
(15) §1025=F &= FRM
(b) 15+
(1) 207 L — LAFKBEOEMHERR 1 FHUAICSNIcRR

one year after disclosure of the invention to the public or
commercial working thereof.

The grace period under previous § 102(b) was calculated
based on the first day of filing of a patent application in the
United States and it was defined as the period of one year
before the date of filing in the United States. In contrast, the
grace period under § 102(b)(1)(A) and (B) is calculated based
on the effective filing date, and it is defined as the period
of one year before the effective filing date. Therefore, if an
application is filed in the United States with priority being
claimed based on an application in a country other than the
United States, under § 102(b)(1)(A) and (B), the grace period
is regarded as the period of one year before the priority date.
Namely, there is a difference of approximately one year as
compared with the case under the previous Act.

(i) Exception to Disclosure During Grace Period

(A) Exception to Disclosure by Inventor or the like

Under §102(b)(1)(A), disclosure of a claimed invention
made by an inventor or the like before the effective filing date
shall not be prior art to the claimed invention if it is made
within the grace period.

(B) Exception to Prior Disclosure

Under § 102(b)(1)(B), disclosure made by others before the
effective filing date of a claimed invention shall not be prior
art to the claimed invention either, if it was made within the
grace period and the claimed invention was disclosed by the
inventor or the like before the disclosure by others.

Attention should be paid to the fact that the exceptions
above are applied only during the grace period. In addition,
if the disclosure made by the inventor or the like was later
than the disclosure by others, the disclosure by others may be
eligible as prior art.

(Notes in Filing an Application in a Country (Countries)
Other than the United States)

Since the grace period for one year is a system specific
to the United States, attention should be paid if the filing
of an application in countries other than the United States
is planned. For example, in filing an application in Japan
or in Europe, attention should be paid to the fact that the
grace period is as short as six months and that the six-month
period is calculated based on the priority date. Furthermore,
attention should be paid also to the fact that the grounds for
application are quite limited.

(i) Exception to Prior Application

§102(b)(2)(A) defines exceptions to the disclosure derived
from an inventor or the like, § 102(b)(2)(B) defines exceptions

Z0UL—LAFKBEOBHHEERAF 1 FURICTNLRARE. UTOBEE. 20T L—LFKBICDWVT (a) (1) B3 2ETEME B SE.
(A) ZDRTHARIBE, HAKPE XEZOFEEZORPESL L BFHAXKPEN SEERSE L BEENCEE LILMACK > TERENLEG. X
(B) ZORMRENLEEN . ZOLSBHATODRIC, HBEE. HEKBEE XFZOFBEEZOHBPES L SHEFKBAED SEEE U < (SREENICEE Lt

AL &> TRRSNES,

(16) RFIL R - S.FH L (2000) FZEANMER 77 X U HHFFFE L Z DF SUESE 2 g EARE AR, p.812 R,
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T HRIE BEPEMNICHET 84T JL—REY
FRD6ABY BN E, FRBEAEREES LTS
BOMENHEEINDCEICEBDBETT, SSICHMNT
[F. BARBHSDEORREN Y THB T EICHEBRDNE
<9,

(il ) SEREDBIH

§102(b) (2) (A) &, RIFEZICHET DETOHIHN 1
EREL. §102(0) () (B) 3. FBAEFHAEZCHE
TBIEATRRICKBHIH 2V #REL. §102(b) (2) (O) (&
HENIFBESBICLBHM P ERELTLET P,

(A) FBIEZ(CH S BRBIRDFIS

§102 (b) (2) (A) [CENIF, HEHFXSFHHRECEIREN
e EREDRIEE S HERFEH SEEE U < [FRHENICE
BENTLREAICIE. ZOBIRIE §102 (a) Q) DETR
HICEIED F B A

(B) A TRIRDAISN

§102(b) (2) (B) [CRNIE. HHFIFHFFHEICERS
NTLWZEEN §102 (@) 2) DR THEMICHESNBHIIC
KPE, HERPE. XEZOXEERPEEL<FHEE
BAEN SEEE U< [FRIHENICEE LIctDEICE > TAE
SNEHAICIE. ZOBRIE §102 (@) (2) DIEATHRHMTICIE
BOER A

Q) HEXFBESH(CKDH5

§102 (b) Q) (O) [Tk NIE. X IFHFEFHFEICBIR
NIEBE T U—LFKER, & LU—ARBAOANHER L]
(2. B—AlLE>THESNTLED. XIFE—AICEES
BHSBOIBEICE. TORRF §102 (a) (2) DT
[CIEFEDFE A

(17) BARRFE305 BRINRFSRI 55 72 R

due to prior public disclosure originating from an inventor
or an inventor or the like, and §102(b)(2)(C) defines an
exception originating from common ownership or obligation
of assignment.
(A) Exceptions to Disclosure Derived from Inventor or the
like
Under §102(b)(2)(A), if the subject matter disclosed in
a patent or a patent application was obtained directly or
indirectly from the inventor or a joint inventor, the disclosure
shall not be prior art under § 102(a)(2).
(B) Exceptions to Prior Disclosure
Under §102(b)(2)(B), if the subject matter disclosed in a
patent or a patent application had been publicly disclosed
by the inventor or a joint inventor or another who obtained
the subject matter disclosed directly or indirectly from the
inventor or a joint inventor, before such subject matter was
effectively filed under § 102(a)(2), disclosure shall not be prior
art under § 102(a)(2).
(C) Exceptions Originating from Joint Ownership or
Obligation of Assignment
Under §102(b)(2)(Q), if the subject matter disclosed in a
patent or a patent application and the claimed invention, not
later than the effective filing date of the claimed invention,
were owned by the same person or subject to an obligation
of assignment to the same person, a disclosure shall not be
prior art under §102(a)(2).

(18) HEEAX 3 Z DEE EOREFIZEICN T ZHSHNRERDBEY. HEAXEZOEE LOFEFNEDL. EREERCETZFUICVS AR B ARBOEREE

RACKRBPERTRULCBEDHANMEANREL O TNET,
(19) @ Federal Register, p.11078 28,
(20) E Federal Register, p.11078 £5,
(21) [ Federal Register, p.11079 &8,
(22) 81025372 #iME
(b) 15+
(2) HERUHREFICRN DT

YT UTOHACE. Z0TL—LAKBICHT B (a) (2) [CVWSFTRMEIFESE,
(A) ZORRSNEREN . FKAEXBHAFKBEH SEES L < FEENCIREENTVIEE.
(B) ZORARENZERBICDNT, ZOKXSBEEN (a) (2) [CH> THMICHBESNDAIC, FKBAE. HEAXKBE. XEZOETBEZZOFRAESE L (SHEFKHA

ENSERE L < [FHEENICEIS LA K > TARSNISEE.

(O ZORARSNAEEERVY L—LKEN. L —LEHOENEBEALDESBVNEEC, A—ACL>THAEESN TV D, RIEA—AICEET 2HHH

RELSNTWHBE,

©FEat | Article =REMIERFRAICH T2 HKBELBEEER

Fukami Patent Office, p.c. News Letter 19



S
«.. oM ﬁ;ﬁ Article

EEDE
HHE

REERICREATH/N\N—THEL
DOINBICFRELUIRET I NEHIA

Hague Agreement Concerning International Registration of Industrial Designs

and Matters to Be Considered for Japan's Accession

FERPSEBIEN TR JBs
51 BEWEIEY 7Y — 5 — - Al

1. 13L&IC

T, PEORFEBNIO—/VUUETDHHT. BHEIC
BVTEHORRT VA VOERMZHEEL DD, BIREZ
BHIE T2 ENKDBEEL O TECVET . UL ULEDS
BHETREEZEIFULELD L UILER., BEREFHENEEC
CICEED, BECLICELDERFHRNNELLD 2D,
BIEERSFRICEREEEEIHFVET,

COfee. BERICHET DHEEFHRZ—TTIEL. ERRSE
#B (WIPO) ND 1 DOHEFHRC. FBELUEZNZENIC
HEUCSE EAEONREZFS LN TEDEREDERE
B BRYATLTHIN—IBEI22—TF7 I KU
DOOHEDIMNBIMRETSNTNE T,

AClF. LERN—ITHBEI21X—T 70 FOBMEL, K
BEICOAENMNET BICHUEDKL D LEBIEZRTE
DO EVD TEZHHELTOEEVEBVE T,

2. N=TJHED1%—TT7V bOBE

MN=TJBEZ21%—TF7I b

J\—21%7E (Hague Agreement Concerning the International
Registration of Industrial Design) [&. BEEDEBRELRICDL)
CTEDBDBETHD., JVUFRK 19FDOKRIEMES LT 1925

1. Introduction

With the globalization of business activity in recent years,
it has increasingly become important for corporations
to avoid damage caused by counterfeits while ensuring
implementation of their own product design in multiple
countries. If a design right is to be obtained in multiple
countries, however, procedures for obtaining the design right
will be burdensome because the design registration systems
and required application procedures are different for each
country.

Therefore, Japan has been considering accession to
the Geneva Act of the Hague Agreement, which is the
international design application and registration system
centralizing application procedures required in each
country. With this accession, a single application before the
International Bureau (WIPO) would have the effect equivalent
to filing an application in each designated country.

This article will provide an overview of the Geneva Act of
the Hague Agreement and what should be considered with
regard to Japan's accession.

2.Overview of the Geneva Act of the Hague
Agreement

(1) Geneva Act of the Hague Agreement
The Hague Agreement Concerning the International
Registration of Industrial Designs defines the international

(1) Ya2aRx=—TFIKLTlE N=FF7 U MICHF 3 EEEE (international deposit) s DEEICAR X T, "EBEHEE (international application) . "E B 8%

(international registration) s DFENMER SN TS,
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registration of industrial designs. It was concluded in 1925 as
special arrangements under Article 19 of the Paris Convention
and issued in 1928 as the international deposit system of
industrial designs. The subject Agreement includes three
revised Agreements of: the London Act of 1934 (the London
Act), the Hague Act of 1960 (the Hague Act), and the Geneva
Act of 1999 (the Geneva Act).

The Geneva Act solved problems which had been present
before the Hague Act, such as the short refusal period
permitted in a designated country and the non-admission of
an intergovernmental body like the EU as a Contracting Party,
and it has generously accepted requirements unique to each
country such as requirements for unity of design. Thus, the
Geneva Act has facilitated the accession of countries which
are based on substantive examination principles and receive
many design applications.

(2) Current Circumstances of Accession to the Geneva Act

As of January 2012, 42 countries and/or regions have
acceded to the Geneva Act. At present, however, Japan, the
United States, China, and South Korea have not yet become
signatories.

In the United States, "a bill to implement the provisions of
the Hague Agreement and the Patent Law Treaty" was passed
by the Senate on September 22, 2012 and by the House of
Representatives on December 5, 2012. The bill was signed
by President Obama on December 18, 2012 and the Law was
enacted. In the United States, sections relevant to the Hague
Agreement will become in force at the latter timing of: one
year after the date on which the President signed the bill; or
effectuation of the Agreement in the United States.

China and South Korea are preparing for their accession in
the near future.

(3) International Application Under the Geneva Act of the
Hague Agreement

Under the Geneva Act of the Hague Agreement, an
applicant can file an international application either directly
with the International Bureau or through the Office of the
applicant's Contracting Party (Article 4(1)).

If the International Bureau finds that the international
application does not, at the time of its receipt by the
International Bureau, fulfill the formality requirements of this
Act and the Regulations, it will invite the applicant to make the
required corrections within the prescribed time limit (Article
8(1)). The International Bureau will register each industrial
design that is the subject of an international application
immediately upon receipt by it of the international application
or, where corrections are invited under Article 8, immediately
upon receipt of the required corrections (Article 10(1)). In
principle, the international registration will be published by
the International Bureau six months after the date of the
international registration (Article 10(3), Rule 17).

The International Bureau will, immediately after registration
has been effected, send a copy of the international registration
as a "confidential copy", to each Office that has notified the
International Bureau that it wishes to receive such a copy and
has been designated in the international application (Article
10(5)(a)).

The Office of any designated Contracting Party may, where
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the conditions for the grant of protection under the law of
that Contracting Party are not met in respect of any or all of
the industrial designs that are the subject of an international
registration, refuse the effects of the international registration
in the territory of the said Contracting Party (Article 12(1)).

The international registration will, from the date of the
international registration, have at least the same effect in each
designated Contracting Party as a regularly-filed application
for the grant of protection of the industrial design under the
law of that Contracting Party (Article 14(1)).

(4) Advantages of the Geneva Act of the Hague Agreement

(@) Under the Geneva Act of the Hague Agreement,
industrial design registration in multiple countries (Contracting
Parties) can be obtained by filing a single application (one
request with drawing(s)).

(b) A plurality of industrial designs (up to 100) within the
scope of one class of the International Classification for
Industrial Designs may be included in one request (Rule 7(3)
(v)).

(c) A request can be prepared in any of English, French and
Spanish, in whichever linguistic area an application may be
filed (Rule 6(1)).

(d) Application fees can be consolidated even in the case of
filing an application in multiple countries (Rule 12).

(e) The application procedures can all be completed at the
International Bureau alone (Article 4(1)).

(f) In an international application, the time period until
enforcement in each country can be expected to be six
months from the international publication in the countries
based on the non-substantive examination principles or to
be twelve months in the countries based on the substantive
examination principles, at the latest (Article 12, Rule 18).

(g9) The right holder should manage the design right, such
as renewal of the right and transfer of the right, only before
the International Bureau, and does not have do so for each
designated country (Articles 16(1) and 17(5)).

(5) Disadvantages of the Geneva Act of the Hague
Agreement

(a) If an application is directly filed in Japan, examination
results will be presented in seven months, on average. In
contrast, if an application is filed with the International
Bureau under the Hague Agreement, it will take a longer
time until the examination results are presented because the
examination is started after international publication (Article
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12, Rule 18).

(b) In principle, since the internationally registered
industrial design is published six months after the date of the
international registration (Article 10(3), Rule 17), it is published
before an examination determination is made as to whether
or not an effect of protection of the international registration
is found.

(c) In Japan, if an application for an industrial design is
refused, the result will not be open to the public. Under the
Geneva Act, however, the fact of refusal is recorded in the
Register (Rule 18).

3. Matters to be Considered in Japan's Accession
to the Geneva Act of the Hague Agreement

(1) Inclusion of Multiple Industrial Designs in One
Application

(a) Difference from the Japan Design Law

Under the Japan Design Law, an application should be filed
for each industrial design (one application for one design)
and it is not permitted to file multiple industrial designs in
one application (Article 7 of the Japan Design Law). On the
other hand, the Geneva Act has adopted a one-application-
for-multiple-designs system. Thus, in principle, provided that
industrial designs are involved with an article belonging to
the same class of the International Classification for Industrial
Design, up to a maximum 100 industrial designs may be
contained in one international application (Rule 7(3)(v)).

(b) What to Do For Accession

In acceding to the Geneva Act, if Japan does not wish to
permit the one-application-for-multiple-designs system, Japan
can declare that it will not permit an application containing
multiple industrial designs, based on Article 13 of the Geneva
Act (Special Requirements Concerning Unity of Design).

Therefore, Japan should consider whether or not to permit
application of the one-application-for-multiple-designs
system to an international application of an industrial design
designating Japan, taking into account advantages and
disadvantages for users of the system, as well as whether or
not to introduce the one-application-for-multiple-designs
system in the Japanese design registration system.

(2) Publication of Industrial Design and Deferment of
Publication

(a) Difference from the Japan Design Law

Under the Japan Design Law, the Design Gazette is issued at
the time when the design right is established and registered
(Paragraph 3 of Article 20 of the Japan Design Law), however,
the Japan Design Law does not define that the Design
Gazette be issued at the time of examination and before
the design right is established and registered. On the other
hand, under the Geneva Act, in principle, the internationally
registered industrial design is published by the International

(2) BFACE. EREEOHER. RIcEEREBERD SHEOEHICDOVWTEIENRD SN TNZHEICIEREERIMEDITEZREL/CHDCETH S (5

10% (2)).
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Bureau six months after the date of international registration
(Article 10(3), Rule 17).

In addition, under the Geneva Act, deferment of publication
for a maximum 30 months from the filing date or from
the priority date is permitted on condition that deferment
of publication is applied for at the time of filing of an
international application (Article 5(5), Rule 16).

(b) What to Do For Accession

Under the Japan Design Law, the Design Gazette will not
be issued until the design right is established and registered.
Under the Geneva Act, however, the industrial design will
be published before the examination determination as to
whether or not protection of the international registration will
be made. Therefore, for industrial designs seeking industrial
design protection in Japan under the Geneva Act, a system
for preventing counterfeit by a third party during the period
from the international publication until protection of the
international registration is found should be considered. For
example, introduction of an expedited examination system
in order to shorten the period from international publication
until protection of the international registration is found,
or the introduction of a system to enable the right to claim
compensation, as defined in the Japan Patent Law should be
considered.

Under the Geneva Act, the internationally registered
industrial design is published by the International Bureau
six months after the date of international registration. On
the other hand, there are cases when a corporation does
not wish to disclose its own design until the marketing of
its products and there are also cases when the period from
product development to market debut is long. Therefore,
the publication deferment system, with which a corporation
can control the timing to disclose the registered industrial
design within a certain period of time based on its own
determination, is considered beneficial for Japanese
corporations. If Japan is to be a signatory to the Geneva
Act, consideration in favor of the publication deferment
system should be made, with attention being paid also to
examination practice or influence on third parties.

(3) Related Design System and Partial Design System

(a) Difference from the Japan Design Law

The Japan Design Law defines the related design system
and the partial design system (Article 10 and Paragraph 2 of
Article 2 of the Japan Design Law).

Under the Geneva Act as well, the related design system
can be used (Section 407 of Administrative Instructions) and
an international application of a partial industrial design can
also be filed (Section 403(ii) of Administrative Instructions).

(b) What to Do For Accession

If Japan is to be a signatory to the Geneva Act, with regard
to related industrial designs, whether or not to permit an
application of a related industrial design in a national and
international application should be considered. In addition,
with regard to partial industrial designs, whether or not
an application is directed to a partial industrial design is
difficult to specify based on the request of the international
application and attached drawings alone. Therefore, the
kind of written request description requirements should be
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defined, and whether or not special requirements should be
satisfied before registration.

(4) Accession to the Locarno Agreement

In filing an international application, the class of the
International Classification for Industrial designs should be
specified in the request. Japan, however, is not yet a signatory
to the Locarno Agreement, and hence it should accede to the
Locarno Agreement before it ratifies the Geneva Act.

(5) Reservation of Self-Designation in the International
Application

Under the Geneva Act, any Contracting Party whose Office is
an Examining Office may, in a declaration, notify the Director
General that, where it is the applicant's Contracting Party,
the designation of that Contracting Party in an international
registration shall have no effect (Article 14(3)).

If self-designation is permitted, an applicant in Japan can
obtain the right in Japan and other Contracting Parties by
preparing one request for international application and
filing the application with the International Bureau. This is
advantageous in that works required for filing an application,
procedural burdens, and the like can be mitigated. On the
other hand, self-designation could be disadvantageous in
that a user may be confused with an unfavorable situation
such as the record of the fact of refusal on the Register
of the international registration or early publication of an
internationally registered industrial design, which would not
occur in direct filing of an application with the Japan Patent
Office.

Such provisions for reservation of self-designation were
proposed by Japan in a diplomatic conference so that
examination would not be delayed in countries where English
is not the native language. Therefore, until users are better
informed of the procedural flow etc. under the Geneva Act
and the environment for examination before the Japan Patent
Office is improved, reservation of self designation seems to be
appropriate.

4, Conclusion

The Hague Agreement is a system which has developed
with its focus on those countries basing registration on non-
substantive examination principles, and it is different in
many aspects from the Japan Design Law which is based on
principles of substantive examination. Therefore, in order
for Japan to accede to the Geneva Act, differences should
be reduced and users' possibility of confusion should be
minimized.

On the other hand, since the United States and South
Korea are both planning to accede to the Geneva Act in the
near future, Japan should request revisions of the Geneva
Act to reduce the aforementioned differences and work on
appropriate revision of the Japan Design Law, so that an
improved environment allowing Japan to accede thereto is
promptly put in place.
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Uisge Beatha =
Water of Life

Satoko Maeda

Secretary « Patent

o you know that there are two ways of spelling,

whisky and whiskey? Generally, “whisky” is used for
Scotch, Japanese and Canadian whiskies and “whiskey” for Irish
and American whiskeys. Microsoft® Word accepts both of
them. The word “whisky” is an anglicization of the Scottish
Gaelic word “uisge” (water). In Latin, distilled alcohol was
known as “aqua vitae" (water of life), and this was translated to
Scottish Gaelic as “visge beatha”. There are many distilleries
and types of whiskies in the world. They are all good in their
own way but single malt Scotch whisky is on the top of my list.

Unlike wine, whisky matures in casks (barrels) and basically
the taste does not change once bottled. Therefore, it matters
how long the whisky was aged in the cask. However, it does
not mean that the longer it is aged, the better it is. During the
aging process, around 3% of the whisky per year evaporates
from the cask and it is called “the Angel’s Share”. Itisa
beautiful expression, isn't it?

| like to drink whisky straight but | would recommend to put
some water (with no ice) if you are not used to drinking
whisky. You can put as much water as you like but if the same
amount of water as the whisky is added, it is called “twice up”.
Even when you drink it straight, please have an adequate
amount of water ( “chaser” ) for your body as whisky contains a
high percentage of alcohol . Bottled whisky usually contains
between 40% and 46% alcohol but this is because water is
added. If the whisky is not diluted before bottling, it contains
over 50% alcohol and such whisky is called “cask strength”.

Not only distillers sell whiskies but also independent
bottlers sell a variety of whiskies. Independent bottlers do not
make whisky. They buy casks of whisky from distillers. If you
go to a bar with a large selection of whiskies, you can come
across their interesting whiskies with beautiful/cute/unusual
labels.

I have been enjoying Scotch whisky for years and have
found that Scotch drinkers are ladies and gentlemen. Indeed,
a mature atmosphere and good conversation are the best
company for whisky along with cigars.

My most favourite distilleries are “Ardbeg” and “Lagavulin”
on a small Scottish island called “Islay”, whose whiskies are
very peaty, but there are so many other excellent whiskies and
itis not possible to say which one is best. Please try different
types of whiskies and find your favourite one!

©RE%E | Essay

Immortal Life

|lzumi Kurihara

Translator

while ago | read a book called The Immortal Life of
Henrietta Lacks, a nonfiction bestseller in the United

States. Ms. Lacks died of cervical cancer in the early 1950's in
America. In an attempt to develop immortal cells in culture for
use in medical research, her doctor took her cancer cells and
cultured them as his routine. The cells, called Hela (cells are
generally named after first two letters of the name of the
person they came from), turned out to be one of the most
significant tools in medical studies because they never died
and came to be used in laboratories around the world.
Although they are cancerous, Hela cells behave just like normal
cells and divide infinitely if given the proper environment,
unlike the normal ones which can only divide a finite number
of times and die. Hela cells helped develop many drugs
including the polio vaccine. Google the word Hel.a or Hela
cells, and you find numerous patents based on her cell line.

The doctors, however, never told her or her family that her
cells were removed and frozen. It was also notillegal in the
US for a doctor to take away cells without the patient's
knowledge and study them. She was a poor black woman
when segregation was the law. Some twenty years after her
death, her family found out that Henrietta's cells were being
commonly used in research and creating a billion-dollar
industry, while they could not afford health insurance.

Regarding ownership of a person's body parts, in a
landmark decision in 1990 by the Supreme Court of California
(Moore v. Regents of the University of California), which
involved a plaintiff, Moore, whose tissue was very profitable
like Henrietta's, and the defendants who patented a cell line
from the tissue without telling him the potential for financial
benefit, the court found that Moore had no property rights to
his tissues once they are removed from his body, although the
defendants should have disclosed the potential profitability to
Moore.

| personally believe that we are morally obligated to give
our cells for free when we go to the hospital for an operation
so they can be used in research. Otherwise medical advances
would be delayed. In a very rare case such as Hela cells or
Moore's tissues which turn out to be extremely valuable,
however, it feels not right that the cell holder does not receive
the recognition and monetary rewards. Some of Henrietta's
family members have thought of suing the hospital that took
her cells, but never acted on it.

"The Immortal Life of Henrietta Lacks" Rebecca Skloot,
Broadway Paperbacks
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EE ﬁgﬁfﬁ Explanation

E Effective Business Letter Writing

Gerald Thomas B.A. LL.B.-
Director of Foreign Affairs - Fukami Patent Office
Barrister & Solicitor (1993 - British Columbia, Canada)

Business letter writing is a skill that is developed by learning the theory of professional style and having frequent
practice. In this issue | will talk about how to use effective headings and sub-headings.

The Use of Headings - Guide the Reader!

The use of headings and sub-headings is for the purpose of organizing complicated information into a manner easy for
the reader to follow and understand. It divides a long letter into smaller parts. When choosing the subject of a heading,
keep the reader's needs in mind. For example, a heading such as "Introduction” or "Conclusion” does not give any useful
information, however a heading such as "Background" or "Summary of Current Status" or "Information and Documents
Required" provide the reader with useful information and a clear sense of the content.

The same consideration should be given for sub-headings. For example, under the heading of "Our Proposed
Response" the content could be further divided into the sub-headings of "Claim Amendments" and "Argument". Such
headings and sub-headings permit easy reference points when referring to the letter in later correspondence or when
discussing the letter by telephone or videoconference.

Developing an Effective Stacking System

A stacking system is a method of organizing a business letter using numerals and/or letters to classify related
information into appropriate paragraphs and sub-paragraphs, usually under a heading or sub-heading. Such organization
should make the information easier to follow. The stacking structure is made clear in three ways - through the use of
letters/numbers, indentation and the optional use of bold or underlined fonts. Please see the example below:

I. Background
Il. Reasons for Rejection
a) Lack of Unity of Invention

1. Cited References

Note the use of alternating roman numerals, alphabetical characters and standard numerals for different levels.
Switching between each makes the organization easier to understand. The key point is to enable the reader to be sure of
the level of information within the stacking system.

The use of clear headings and a logical stacking system gives organization to a complicated letter and demonstrates a
professional writer's skill. Using these tools effectively will impress the reader and further develop the positive reputation
of the office. Remember, "Every letter is a sales letter."

Professional Background ]

Gerald Thomas has worked in both Canadian and Japanese law offices, and has had a relationship with Fukami Patent Office for over
twelve years. In 2010 he assumed the position of Director of Foreign Affairs. In this position he supervises and ensures the quality of
English communications between Fukami Patent Office and its many foreign clients and associates.

Gerald has worked with both the national and various local government organizations. In 2003-2004 Gerald was commissioned to
work with the Japan Patent Office to provide complete translations of the Japan Patent Act and the Japan Trademark Act.
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Patent Attorney Profiles

*EA?\EB Hisao Fukami €&

FELHBRAH (1960) /KERFAILAZ THEEI LF
M2 (1956) /v — T W T B~ R RS FF BN
(1969-)

ﬁﬁgl‘ ‘Iﬁ? Hiroshi Kurakake

FETHEGH (2005) / REXFAZRELRIEET
(1994) /|28 (R JFE RF— L) ~RRHEF R
#5P7 (2001-)

R R4

= —
# J: [IEX E,' Shinji Inoue

RETHERAH (2005) / RPAZAZRIELTZRET
(1989) WER EZ-RH A BHI-RE BT EBM
(2007-)

E # IE Tadashi Ishii BI&&

FETERIE 2011) /RAFETZHMEI TFH
2 (1968) /T EHBR. HFRE-MEAER
ANWHEREHREER AR T RPN EFD
& - BUR-RERFEHH 2011-)

mzlgiﬁ: Yuji Matsumoto

FIELEEREH (2005) /KBRAEIIAF THEMET S
2R (1995) /NI &SR~ R BAFFEFH (2005-)

@HE%&?‘ Makiko Umezaki

RIELHBRAH 2009) / RREFAZRLARELHE
&7 (1995) / REAFFHFEHA (1995-)

%ﬂkﬁ EH{Z%IZSE Toshio Morita P&

FETHEBRER (1979) / KRAZEE T LAY EYE
TEMEZ (1969) /MW E L RAEFF—~R I SF B
(1972-)

7
E48 HEI :Etl:?;? Yoshihide Yasuda

FETHEEGHE (2009) / KBRAZAZBRELRIEE T
(2000) /< VS —~RRASFFREA (2002-)

ZZ%?% Manami Niwa
HETHEBRER (2009) / REAF T FHERT R
% (1996) /o ms —~RERFEFEFPT (2000-)

5 1 EXIE®R

1st Electrical / Information Group

ﬂﬁ# % Yutaka Horii BIFF&-GL
FETHBRE (1988) / KRAZER T FEBEYTH
B2z (1978) / FRREEW—~RRIFFTEIHFT (1983-).
KRR ZFKRZIrEE Rl ARRE = EHUR

EEH%[Z\A Mitsuhiro Hamada

FIEBLHEBRAHE (2005) / FTEAZTHBMEBEI TFRIZE
%(1979) /BABREH—~NEC TLOZROZIREH—IL
FURAILINOZI AW —~REFEFEHE (2011-)

1:22!§ g % ?‘ Sachiko Sugimoto

FETHBRAE (2011) / FHEAZTZHBERIFH
% (1985) /=ZBIIVNO—ILY ITRDTT7 H—~F
RFFEFEFET (1988-)

IJ_I D'f%?‘ Keiko Yamaguchi

FETHEEHE (2010) / KBRAZEEE THE HYIE
T2ME%0992) / BABRIW—-REHFBBM
(2002-)

% zlg ﬁm Kazunari Katsumoto

FETHEBEHE 2011)  REXZRZRELRIEET
(2005) />v—T W —~REAFFFREA (2011-)

224
i@ EEI 1T Yoshiyuki Masuda  SL

FETHEBRER (1999)  MEAZRZRELRIEET
(1990) / #AAZEEW—~RRFFTEEF (1998-)

ﬁﬁ%’fﬂa Yoshinobu Hisamura

FELERAHE (2011) /AEHRZTHAMEFIHH
Z£3 (2003) /AT EBREXEW—~ v— T ~H5TER
PR—RRRFEFEIERT (2013-)

;":)Eﬂ:%ﬁ Yuki Kitahara

HFETHEREHR 2011) / KRAZTAMEFERIR
JLF—T2RZEZ (2008) JO0—U—H—~REFHHFE
A (2012-)

ﬁ@ﬁ?ﬁ: Noriyuki Ohnishi SL

FETHEBRER 2002) /RRAZTHEEBIIZR
%22 (1986) /A NEF LHEM—~RKE IR0~ ==
R~ REREFEIERT (1997-)

%EIEEH‘ Masanori Fujiwara

FELHBRAH (2000) /KERFAIZAZ THEEI LS
a2 (1980) / =/ LYW BB~ R BT E
#p7 (1993-)

2nd Electrical / Information

Eﬁﬁl%fg Masahiko Miwa GL

FIBLEBRAOH (2007) / RBAZRLRELRIZET
(1992). WA—T« TREREXRZBIET (1997) /
NTN @—70A b - b=<Y - AVFILT AV ITH—~RR
HFFFEFA (2001-)

%ﬂ%ﬁﬁ Seiji Satake

FETHBRAHE (2012) /REAZ TEEIIRT 2RI
¥(2002) . RBAFREEERZRET 2011) 4
HEH—ERT— - T)L - 7 —B—~RRAFT B
(2011-)

=4
@J [ I’fﬁ 17T Nobuyuki Nishikawa
FIEBLHBRAH (2000) / ABRAFRFHRETRZET
(1990) / =Z BHH—~W BRI TN FAT ~557 B
Fi—~RRRETEHFT (2002-)

EPEH$?‘I% Koji Nakata SL

FIELHBRAHE (2003) / RBEAZAKLRELRIZET
(1998) /MERER I EW—~RREFFRHRT (2004-)

5 3 EXIE®

3rd Electrical / Information Group

EPEHH&% Masahiko Nakata GL

FETHBREH (1999) /BEAZTZEEFLERE
% (1989) /#E VAN ()~ RRHFFFEE (1994-)

i BN
+(ﬂﬁ)ﬁ{ﬁ Seiji Sogo
FELHBRAH (2004) / REXFRFHRETRIZET
(1994) /AT EBEREREW—~RRAFETRHA (2003-)

SEV N[ =B
ﬁlﬁ#‘ﬂ‘ Toki Shindo

FELTHBEN (2002) /KR ZAZTFEERLS
BIZEZE (1998) /REHRFFERAT (2000-)

El#ﬁ% Hiroki Shirai SL

FETHEREH (2005) /AR TR2EM T 2RI
%(1997) /WREF T vo —~RRRFFEHT (2001-)

(F) GL=9)—TU—4F—, SL=9TU—5—
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Patent Attorney Profiles

%Jf #H%‘% Masaaki Iwai

REBLHBRAHE (2001) /FEILAFXARELRIZET
(1995) /IR FUR—IRD T - TAUVTR - T4 ATV
AW—=TAUYTR - ENA - FARTVA VAT LA
P~ Fr BB~ RRRETEH (2011-)

j:ﬁﬂ]ﬂﬁ Kazuaki Daidai

FETHEBREH 2008) /ESHAS TEEBAH TR
ZFE(1999) /WA TR - bo— - DU—15FF BB~
RENFFFRIBRT (2012-)

55 2 SR

2nd Mechanical / Design Group

%“”ﬁaﬁ Nobuo Arakawa GL

FETHEEHE (1997) /ESHAFRZRELHRZE
T (1993) / Fo3F VEBEXEWHNE ER T E
TEAIE EER—~R RSB AT (2002-) . ABRIHEKX
PP ELAERAIHE E P RIHIR (2011-)

mm’lﬁ?ﬁ Masaharu Matsuda
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BE-RERETEEH (2009-)
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(2006) /¥v—T ) —~REFFFHSEHFT (2012-)

LI-IEE”‘@i Hirofumi Yamada GL
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RBR TR RABEAIS I EF R 205880 (2012-)

E?EH?\% Hisato Noda

FETHEEHE (1989) / HRRAZ T ZEM T F2HIZF
% (1976) /M T BERERW—~RRTEHEM (1989-)

b2\

Chemical / Biotechnology Group

{[I:qi‘j‘%ilz Gihei Nakamura GL

FELTHBRER (1977) / KRHILAZTEEBIALES
R (1969) /R I LT ERANHER—~REASEF
EEPT (1999-)

:I:ﬁ'ﬂ]z Kazuyuki Tsuchiya SL
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*I] EEIZIE:I 2 Yoshiki Wada

FETHEREH (1999)  RRAZAZRIELRIEET
(1993) /Nt F 2P —~RRAFETEISAT (1998-)

%} [ I II%_‘ Ryuichi Hoshikawa SL
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i B A Shoji Yoshida
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=HPT (2005-)
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RAEFERERT (1995-)

':P;F;‘rﬁ&jé Toshio Nakamura SL

FEBIHBRAM (1995) / RRAZFRZRIETRIZET
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=2 B~ REAFFFEFA (2010-)

,%EZ'K % Hajime Watamoto
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(1997) /v — TR EERE AR~ R R ST R
(2008-)

/J\@ iﬁa Jun Konishi

FETHEEGHE 2001) /REBRILERP TEEEM T
PRI (1995) / WFARIEHRIEPT—~R R SF BT
(2001-)
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A {YI\% Takeshi Mori

FETHBRE (2000) / KRAFZKZTELERET
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(1983-)

/J\ EEI%% Akihiro Oda
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&7 (2000) / TDK B—~ZRRHEFEHT (2011-)

1"] ‘h%l\ I;%X Takafumi Kaji

FETHEEH 2002)  MEAZTAE M T 2RI
% (2003) /HEF BB~ RRAFETESAT (2004-)

/J\:»_fb ﬁ Satoru Kotera
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(1984) /BRFILTHM—~RRFFFHEHER (2002-)

l—l—l j:’;ﬁ EF: Kohei Yamamoto

FETHBEGH 2012) /RIAFZRZRELREET
(2008) / REAENRIE—~RRFSFEEF (2011-)

*iﬁ i? Jun Murano
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FFEEP (2006-)

== 4=
’ij% 7K{Ei 1'T Nobuyuki Akagi
FETHBA (2003)  MEAZTZHIDAILFEERZE
% (1997) / KERMKH—~RERFrRHA (2001-)

(F) GL=9)L—TU—4F—, SL=9TU—5—
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%E} %E Atsushi Nagano

FETHEBREHRE 2005) / ARAZAZRIELRIEET
(1999) /HHREMEZ T30 —~RRAFFF R (2005-)

%ﬁ%?ﬂé Tomobhiro Takahashi

FETHEEH 2004)  REAZKZRIELRIEET
(2000) /~HIL&faE—~REFFEFERT (2002-)

R R4

LI‘Y%%E‘ Mika Ozawa

FETHBRE (2004) / KBRAFILA A ELBRES
Blzz (1999) / HERESB AP A EER 15T RN
—REAFEFEHPT (2008-)

AT Akiko Lhikawa

FETHEBEARE 2007) / RRIERPEMET A4
IEEREE (1999) / Wh—XV—~ELERTEH—~
BAY I-UVIW—~R RS (2008-)

%%Eum Norikazu Shitoh

FIELHBRAH (2010) / KRAZRFRELTRIZET
(2001) /REFFEFEIPT (2001-)

':P % HEI i‘é‘j Yuka Nakajima
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2 (1994) /IVHEREER—~RBASFFRE AT (2008-)
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V‘] l_l_l 7'? Izumi Uchiyama

FIELHBEEH (2001) / KERAAIELBILATIZFE
(1996) /eI~ REAFFFEHA (2009-)

BEIRREAR

1.'|;ademark/ Design / Law Group
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