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Questions regarding Oral Proceedings
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Question 1

(1a) Do your office conduct documentary proceedings or oral proceedings /
oral hearings under the main trial and appeal systems at your office?

(1b) If oral proceedings / oral hearings are not necessarily conducted, how is
it decided whether to conduct oral proceedings / oral hearings? What is the
ratio of documentary to oral proceedings under the main trial and appeal
systems at your office?

(1c) What is the purpose of conducting oral proceedings / oral hearings at
your office? What advantages do they have over documentary proceedings?
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Questions regarding Examination of a Witness

=1

(2 A) SEEASHENEBENSHENRSNTEHZS(CHENT, ZOEKRZH T IDHEE
HDNM? TDIHE. TDBERZZITANDIDNENIEDK D (CHIEFFT DH ?

(2 B) SEASBRIZITOHBE. EOLDRTOTITITNHDNDIDM,

(2 C) SEAEREZITOHZEIC. MICBEINRSTHIAEHDIN ?

Question 2

(2a) If examination of a witness is requested by one of the parties, can your
office reject the request? How is the determination of whether to accept the
request made?

(2b) What is the process to be followed when examining a witness?

(2¢) Are there any other matters that should be kept in mind when
examining a witness?
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Questions regarding Reason for Invalidation 1
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Question 3

(3a) Do you support the allegation that the Storage Container M was publicly
worked prior to the filing of the application for the patent? Do you support
the reason for invalidation 17

(3b-1) (If you do support) What sort of determination would lead you to find
that the A-1 invention is a publicly worked invention? How are A-2 and A-3
taken into consideration in making the determination?

(3b-2) (If you do not support) Please explain any point of the reason for
invalidation 1 you do not support. Will your determination on A-2 and A-3 be
changed by the addition of any condition or information?
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Question 4

The demandant alleged that the problem of liquid leakage could have been
recognized by a person ordinarily skilled in the art based on the description of
the comment in A-4. In response to the allegation, the demandee alleged
that the problem could not have been recognized by a person ordinarily
skilled in the art based on the results of the examination of a witness.

Based on these allegations, do you find that the problem with the A-4
invention could have been recognized by a person ordinarily skilled in the art
at the time of filing the application for the patent? How are the description of
the comment in A-4 and the results of the examination of a witness taken
into consideration in making the determination?
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Questions regarding Reason for Invalidation 2
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Question 5

(5a) Assumption: There was no statement in A-4 that “[h]Jowever, even with
the flap closed, liquid sometimes leaked from the through hole when the
container was tilted, so it would have been better if this point had been
improved.”

(5b) Assumption: A question arises as to the credibility of the inventor A’s
testimony, and none of the inventor A’s testimony can be adopted as
evidence.
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Question 6

Assuming that the configuration E in the claims of the patented invention
had been the configuration E” in the scope of claim originally attached to the
application (the underlined part is the part that differs from configuration E),
does the claimed invention in the hypothetical claim have the same reason
for invalidation as the reason for invalidation 27

[Hypothetical claim]

E” wherein the flap is configured such that the protrusion is spaced apart
from the through hole in a natural condition so that water can be drained
from the through hole without hitting the flap, and the through hole is

maintained in a closed state by the protrusion,
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