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Following the previous article, I give you an example.

There is a claim as follows :

"To have a change part that changes the valve opening timing of the intake and exhaust valves, an
ascending part that raises the pressure of the exhaust passage, and a judging part that judges a
failure of the ascending part." On the other hand, the cited document included "Diagnostic means
of the exhaust gas purification device, valve timing change portion."

Amending the claim, we find the two following features : C) to judge a failure based
on the overlap amount of the valve opening timing, and there is an abstract concept between the
invention described in the cited document and the present invention : D) When determining a
failure after checking the overlap amount exists.

We can insist in the written opinion as follows : “While the invention on the cited document is
different from D, the claimed invention is different from D. Therefore, the two are different.”

Take another example. "The instrument panel has a solar radiation sensor on the part
protruding towards the windshield." On the other hand, the cited document states that "The
instrument panel has a solar radiation sensor on the upper surface tilted rearwardly downward."

Amending the claim, we find the two following features : C) to have an upper surface
which is inclined to the front descending side and a front surface which is further inclined
downwardly in front of the upper surface.

We can insist in the written opinion as follows : “While the cited invention on the document is
different from D, the claimed invention is different from D. Therefore, the two are different.”

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

(Translated by TIP)



