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Following the previous article, I give you an example.

There is a claim as follows: “the component mounting apparatus has a
floating mechanism, which urges the mounting jig toward the mounted object with a
predetermined urging force.” On the other hand, the cited document included “the robot
with a floating mechanism.”

Amending the claim, we find the two following features : A) it has plural
floating mechanisms, and B) it can switch the direction toward which the urging force is
exerted.

We can insist in the written opinion as follows : “While the cited document
has A, the claimed invention has A and B. Therefore, the two are different.”

Take another example. “The road surface judging device obtains the phase
difference between the computed acceleration and the actually measured acceleration and
determines the road surface friction coefficient on the basis of the phase difference.” On
the other hand, the cited document states that “it determines the road surface friction
coefficient from the ratio between the calculated acceleration and the measured
acceleration, and determines the road surface friction coefficient from the difference
between the calculated acceleration and the actually measured acceleration.”

Amending the claim, we find the two following features: A) it uses
differential value of the measured acceleration in determining the road surface friction
coefficient ; B) it determines the road surface friction coefficient on the basis of the
phase difference calculated from the difference between the differential value of the
computed acceleration and that of the measured acceleration.

We can insist in the written opinion as follows : “While the cited document
has A, the claimed invention has A and B. Therefore, the two are different.”

I hope I can gain wide experience to help our clients.

(Translated by TIP)



