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Matching between consumers’ needs portfolio and
patent portfolio

Tokyo Institute of Technology, Professor

Yoshitoshi Tanaka

It seems that the utilization of intellectual property rights is still a future task. Thinking
about the patent field, there are many patent applications over 3,130,000 (2016) annually
throughout the world. Approximately 320,000 patent applications have been filed in Japan
annually, and approximately 200,000 patents are registered annually. On the other hand, according
to the findings of the Patent Office, the number of patents used including licenses is
approximately 800,000 out of approximately 1.6 million patents existing in Japan, the remaining
about 800,000 patents have not been used yet. It is not easy to discuss whether or not patents are
fully utilized from this data. Discussions on the use of patents need further investigation.

Regarding the use of patents, from the reason that valuable patents should have been
used, it is necessary to discuss the value of patents, and many research results on valuation have
been published so far. Most of the research results are the discussions on how much value each
patent has, and there is no discussion of the value as a group or portfolio. Cost approach, market
approach, income approach has been proposed as a method of valuation. However, according to
the intellectual property practitioner of the company possessing many patents, there are many
opinions that they have doubts as the evaluation methods and are not utilized in the actual practice
of intellectual property management. In other words, the cost approach is the result of calculating
expenditure, underestimating the results of creation of intellectual property. The market approach
cannot be used unless a case similar is found in the market. In addition, the income approach has
problems such as present value becoming a wrong value if there is a mistake in the market
forecasts themselves. Furthermore, there is also a debate on whether it is meaningful to evaluate
the value of each patent. In other words, it is not important to make valuation of each patent as
mentioned above, but the value in terms of how much the patent portfolio as a group contributes
to the business growth of the company is very much important.

The legal effect of a patent right is a monopoly exclusive right and any third party
cannot enter the technical scope of the patented invention without the permission from the patent
owner. In this way, the patent owner can monopolize the market of the product made of the
patented invention. In other words, we should evaluate the value of patents by measuring how
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much market monopoly, which is the essential role of patent rights, has been achieved. There are
a wide variety of consumers’ needs in the market. This can be extracted as the consumer or
customer's needs from market voices. In order to monopolize and improve the market share, it is
important that we acquire patents in the areas where these needs are strongly existing. That is, the
degree of matching between the needs of consumers or customers and the patent acquired
represents the intrinsic value of patent. I express this as 'matching consumer needs portfolio with
patent portfolio'. By making analyses on patent information which are used in a product, we can
extract technical features possessed by the product, and investigate consumer needs on these
technical features defining consumers’ needs portfolio. The product in the area of this consumer
needs portfolio is exactly what the consumer wants to purchase. As a company, having a patent
portfolio in this area will lead to an improvement in market share. Several methods are
conceivable to quantify the matching level. One such method is calculating the area of the
overlapped portion of the figure of both portfolios on the radar chart with the technical features as
variables.

The issue of matching between the consumers’ needs portfolio and the patent portfolio
is also related to business development in overseas markets. In the era of increasingly global
economies, merely targeting the domestic market cannot respond to internationalization. And in
the global market there are various market needs which vary from country to country. Respecting
the diversification of history, culture, lifestyle, customs and values, it is an era where it is required
to capture different market needs and meet the needs. Until now, when applying for foreign
applications, we have decided the country of application from the point of view of sales base,
manufacturing base, development base. I think that there was no viewpoint of building a patent
portfolio considering the market needs of that country. But in future not far distant, some target
countries should have such a viewpoint. There is also a risk that new burdensome work will
increase, but it is expected that we can bridge the business and intellectual property and make use
of intrinsic intellectual property rights by matching the consumers’ needs portfolio with the patent
portfolio.



