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1. Quality Policy

» The JPO published its “Quality Policy on Trademark Examination” in 2014.

The Japan Patent Office’s L
Quality Policy on Examination p
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this Quality Policy to
further improve the
quality of its examination

on patents, designs and
trademarks.

This Quality Policy outlines the
fundamental principles of the JPO’s
quality management on examination
Based on the common recognition that /8
conducting globally reliable examination [ :?
of high quality and properly granting M
rights are two important factors that
support companies to smoothly expand 2
their businesses worldwide, which leads | £ 3

to promoting innovation, and maintaining

the healthy order of business transactions,
the JPO is dedicated to achieve
examination of the fastest and utmost
quality in the world by maintaining and
improving the quality of 1ts examination
1n accordance with this Quality Policy.

https://www.jpo.go.jp/e/introduction/hinshitu/shinsa/policies.html

v" We contribute to the protection and enhancement of brands
and the smooth consumption of goods and services:

v" We conduct consistent and objective trademark examination:

v" We promote the utilization of the trademark system by closely
communicating with applicants:

v" We actively share information with relevant persons inside and
outside Japan in order to improve the quality of trademark
examination:

v" We consistently improve operations:

v We raise the knowledge and capabilities of our staff:
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Key Measures for JPO’s Quality Management of Examinations

> Initiatives to enhance the examination quality: Quality assurance

v" Quality checks and approvals by directors
v' Consultations (Opinion exchange and knowledge sharing among examiners)

v Check Sheets for examiners

> Initiatives to verify the examination quality: Quality verification
v" Quality Audits (based on sample checks) : !

v' User Satisfaction Survey

v" Opinion Exchange with Trial and Appeal Department

v' Subcommittee on Examination Quality Management

» External evaluation of the quality management 3




2. Outline of Initiatives on Quality Management j) 4% = FF

JAPAN PATENT OFF ICE
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JAPAN PATENT OFFICE

Measure for Quality Management Quality Assurance

Quiality Verification

Quality Management Section (Trademark Division)
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3. Initiatives for Quality Assurance

Quality checks and approvals by directors

Substantive and formality checks on examinations by Directors by checking

all notices prepared by examiners
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Consultations >

Examiners have consultations with other examiners or directors in order to reduce disparities in
terms of examination decisions and conduct appropriate examinations.

Examiner in charge

; e ) Opinion
Examiner in consulting exchange
exchange

Director in charge

Examiner in charge

Director in consulting Directors in consulting
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Quality Audits >

Review the quality of examinations based on sample checks (to verify the quality of the
entire examination process)

Quality Audits
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Quality Audits
Results of the Quality Audits (FY 2018)

B Decisions to refuse: 1,500

<Number of Sample Checks> g Hocicions to grant: 1,500

Results of Sample Checks on Results of Sample Checks on
Decisions to Refuse Registration Decisions to Register Trademarks

BCompliant BNot Compliant . _
BCompliant BNot Compliant

96.0% Compliance 99.5% Compliance
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User Satisfaction Survey
Results of the User Satisfaction Survey (FY 2018)

» The percentage of “Average” or higher was 93.0%.
» The combined percentage for “Satisfied” and “Somewhat Satisfied” reached 47.7%.

Overall quality of trademark examination

= satisfied E somewhat satisfied neutral = somewhat unsatisfied unsatisfied
2015 576% 42.1% 38.3% -11.7%  2.3%
2016 6.7%  43.8% 43.5% 46%  1.5%
2017 Sbe———" e 44.5% 64%  0.8%
2015 =80%———— 3I9F% 45.3% 657%  0.3%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Opinion Exchange with Trial and Appeal Department

B Feedback to the Examination Dept. on appeals against the examiner's decision of refusal

» Feedback on the results of appeals against the examiner’s decision of refusal case will be given to the
Examination Dept.

» Examiners in charge will utilize the feedback for future examinations.
> It is possible to submit an opposing opinion about the feedback, if any.

Applicable Inappropriate : Thorough
Examples of Feedback Article is acknowledgm 'ugrrgrrnlgnt search not
incorrect ent judg done

B Examination Dept. and Trial and Appeal Dept. exchange views
» They exchange views several times a year

Appropriateness Acceptance of Destiiptionsiof

_ Lack of examiner’s
Examples of Agendas & SUPEOING elements comprehensive decision of
evidence for constituting consideration refusal are

acknowledgment trademarks insufficient
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5. External Evaluation on Quality Management

Subcommittee on Examination Quality Management

» The Subcommittee is composed of a broad range of experts including those from
companies, in the legal profession, and with academic experience.

» The Subcommittee makes an objective evaluation and provides proposals for
improvement, based on evaluating the JPQ'’s state of implementation and status of
guality management.

FFFFFFFF
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Thank you for your attention



